The Fiscal Year 20 ~ 22 -202 6
Transportation Improve /- ment Program-

The Area Plan Commission of Tippecanoe County

20 North 3 '@ Street
Lafayette, IN 47901
www.tippecanoe.in.gov/apc




Fiscal Year 2@2- 2026
Transportation Improvement Program

May 2021

This document has been financed ithpawggh a grant from the Federal Highway and Federal Transit
Administrations. The contents of this report do not necessarily reflect the official views or policies of the
US Department of Transportation

Prepared by the

Area Plan Commission of Tippecanoe County

In cooperation with the
CityBus
Purdue University Airport
Indiana Department of Transportation
City of Lafayette
City of West Lafayette
Tippecanoe County
Town of Battle Ground
Town of Dayton
Town of Clarks Hill
FederalHighway Administration
Federal Transit Administration




Table of Contents

Executive Summary 1

1 Public / Private Participation Process 3
2 Environmental Justice 6
3 Americans witBisability Act Project Review 7
4 Red Flagnvestigation and Reviews 8
5 Project Selection Process 10
6 TheRve-YearProgram of Projects 11
Key to Abbreviations 12

Funding Codes 15

7 Financial Summary and Plan 37
City & County Operation& Maintenancé-inancial Analysis 47

8 Project Selection arRriorites 51
9 PerformanceMeasures and Target Achievements 54
10  Analysis of Financial CapacijityBus 63
11  AreaChangedrom FY2020 - 2024 TIP 77
12  ITS Projects for FY 2D - 2026 TIP 88

List of Figures
1 Location of Funded Local Projects, P22D26 21
2 Location of Unfunded Local Projects; Shown for Informational Pur 24
Only, FY 2@2-2026

3 Location of Funded INDOT Projects 35
4 Location of Unfunded INDOT Projects 37




List of Tables

O© 00O ~NO Ol WDN P

NNNNNNNNRPRRRPRRRRRRR
NOoOUODNWNRPRPOOOMNOOUONWDNLERO

N
(00]

29

30
31
32
33
34

Status of LPA and INDOT ADA Transition Plans

Red Flag Investigations

Red Flag Investigation Recommendations

Funded Local Projects: Fiscal YeagR2bBrough 2@6
Unfunded Local Projects: Fiscal Yea222Brough 2@6
Funded Indiana Department of Transportation Projects
Unfunded INDOT Projects for Information Purposes Only
SBGFunding, Fiscal Year 29

SBGFunding, Fiscal Year 28

SBGFunding, Fiscal Year 20

SBGFunding, Fiscal Year 202

SBGFunding, Fiscal Year 202nformation Purpose Only
SBGFunding for Road and Néviotorized Projects
NonMotorized Projec¢tiscal Years Z2 - 2026

HSIP Funding, Fiscal YeaR20

HSIP Funding, Fiscal YeaR20

HSIP Funding, Fiscal YeaR20

HSIP Funding, Fiscal YeaR20

HSIP Funding, Fiscal Year @0ihformational Purpose Only
TA Funding, Fiscal Year220

TA Funding, Fiscal Year23)

TA Funding, Fiscal YearZZ0

TA Funding, Fiscal Year 202

TA Funding, Fiscal Year B)Ihformation Purpose Only
Source of Local Funds for Funded Local Projects
Amount of Local Funds for Funded Local Projects
INDOT Project Expenditure by Fund and Year

City of Lafayette
Operating & Maintenance History, 201 2019

City of West Lafayette _
Operating & Maintenance History, 2012019

Tippecanoe County Operating & Maintenance History62®019
Recommended INDOT Priority Projects

TIP/STIP Project Impacts

Federal Fundavailable to CityBus

CityBus Financial Condition




List of Tables, continued

35 CityBus Financial Capability 67
36 CY 2@1 Section 5307 Capital Grant Summary 70
37 CY 2@2 Section 5307 Capital Grant Summary 72
38 CY 2@3 Section 5307 Capital Grant Summary 73
39 CY 2@4 Section 5307 Capital Grant Summary 75
40 CY 2@5 Section 5307 Capital Grant Summary 76
41 CY 2@6 Section 5307 Capital Grant Summary 77
42 ITS Summary 89
Appendices
1 MPOPolicy BoardResolution Adopting the FY2262026 TIP 93
2 GLPTC Adopting Resolution 94
3 INDOT Policy & Budget Projected Local Federal Funds 96
4 MPO Certification 99
5 Publicd Private Participation Responses and Comments 100
6 Change Order Policy 112
7 Administrative Amendment Policy 114
8 Planning Support for TIP Projects 115
Local Projects 115
INDOT Projects 117
9 City_Bus CY 2@, CY 200 & CY 20 Capital Project Lists & TIGGE 120
Projects
10  Performance Measures Adoption Letters 129
11  Public Notices 135
12  Facebook / Nextdoor Notices 141
13  Legal Notices 145
14  Contact Letters 149
15 CPC Agendas 152
16  Stakeholder Mailing List 153
17  INDOT Project Evaluation for the Emergency Relief Program 158




Amendments

©Coo~NOOUIThWDNPE

City of West Lafayette, Sagamore Parkway Trall
Wabash Center, Section 5310 Replacement Vans

APC Staff, INDOT Emergency Relief Evaluation

City of West Lafayette, Sagamore Parkway Trail
INDOT, SR 26, US 52 &5

Tippecanoe County, Morehouse Road

INDOT, SR 26, SR 38, SR 42 & US 52

INDOT, SR 26, US 52 aré3

APC, Funding Name Change

INDOT, Special US 52

Tippecanoe County, Lindberg Road

Tippecanoe County, Morehouse Road

West Lafayette, Sagamore Parkway Trail

Tippecanoe County, Bridge Inspection Program

FY 2022 11JA Federal Funding Allocation

APC Sagamore Parkway Trail

APC, Sagamore Parkway Trail & Morehouse Road
APC, Federal Funding Trade with NIRPC MPO
CityBus, Section 5310 Funds

Tippecanoe County, Bridges #64 and #65

INDOT, Update Ten Currently Programmed Projects
Tippecanoe County, Bridges #64 and #65

CityBus, Section 5339 Funds

APC, FY 2022 and FY 2023 Federal funds

INDOT Updates Two Projects and Add Four New Projec
INDOT Updates One Project and Add a One New Projec
Tippecanoe County, County Bridge Inspection Program
West Lafayette, Soldiers Home Road New Phasing

160
162
166
168
171
176
178
181
186
188
192
195
199
202
206
212
215
218
222
225
228
235
237
241
249
256
260
262




Amendment Na&, June 72021
Requested bywVest Lafayette
Projecs: Sagamore Parkway Trail
Details: Thisiodification follows up an FY 2020 TIP amendment which occurred on May 12,
2021. The CRRSAA funds were not able to be
of fiscal year cubff date. The modification changes the funding year from 2021 to 2022

Amendment N&, July8, 2021
Requested bywWabash Center
Projecs: Section 5310 Replacement Vans
Details: Thisamendment add the twean replacement project to the TIP.

Amendment N8, July 9,2021
Requested byAPC Staff
Projecs: INDOT Emergency Relief Evaluation
Details: Thiswodification adds the evaluation amdormatiorto the document.

Amendment Nd, August 22021
Requested byw\Vest Lafayette
Projecs: Sagamore Parkway Trail
Details: Thisiodification moves federal funds from the construction phase to the engineering
phase for bat mitigation.

Amendment N§, August 122021
Requested byINDOT
Projecs: SR 28, US 52 anébb
Details: Thismendment programs three new projects. The projects on SR 28%aack |
bridge maintenance and the project on US 52 is a new traffic signal.

Amendment N6, August 132021
Requested byTippecanoe County
Projecs: Morehouse Road
Details: Thiswodfication switches the phase numbers.

Amendment N@, September 242021
Requested byINDOT
Projecs: SR 26, SR 38, SR 43 and US 52
Details: Thisiodification makes several minor changes to the preliminary engineering, right
of-way and utility phases of the four projects.

Amendment N8, October 14,2021
Requested byiNDOT
Projecs: SR 26, US 52 anebb
Details: Thismendment updates and/or ad rightof-way information to the SR 26 and US
52 projects. It also programs five negd projects.



Amendment N8, October 28,2021
Requested byAPC
Projecs: CRRSAA Funding Reference
Details: Thiswodification changes the CRRSAA funding reference to STBG funding.

Amendment N@O, November 18, 2021
Requested by/NDOT
Projecs: Special US 52
Details: Thisamendment adds a small structure and drain construction project to the TIP

Amendment N1, January 12, 2022
Requested byTippecanoe County
Projecs: Lindberg Road
Details: Thisodification reallocated STBG Federal funds from the Morehouse Ruad rig
ofway phase to Lindberg Roadds construction
to complete the Lindberg Road project through an Adbfi€ehange.

Amendment N@2, February 102022
Requested byTippecanoe County
Projecs$:Morehouse Road
Details: Thiamendment reallocates federal funds between the two construction phases and
two construction years. The reallocation will be handled through a federal funding trade
with another MPO.

Amendment N@3, February 11, 2022
Reqiested byWest Lafayette
Projecs: Sagamore Parkway Trail
Details: Thimodification reallocates the residual balance of CRRSAA funds (STBG funds)
from the preliminary engineering phase to the construction phase.

Amendment N@4, March 10,2022
Requested byTippecanoe County
Projecs: Bridge Inspection Program
Details: Thismendment programs the next annual bridge inspection program.

Amendment N&5, March 10,2022
Requested byAPC Staff
Projecs: FY 2022 11JA Additional Federal funding allocation.
Details: Themendment allocates the additional FY 2022 Federal funds we received through
the new transportation act.

Amendment N&6, April 8,2022
Requested byAPC Staff
Projecs: Allocated balance of FY 2022 IIJA additional Federal funds.
Details: Thimodifiation allocates the balance of the I1JA Federal funds to the construction
phase of the Sagamore Parkway Trail project.
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Amendment N@7, April 8 2022
Requested byAPC Staff
Projecs: Reallocated a portion of FY 2022 11JA Additional Federals.
Details: Thismodification reallocates the IIJA Federal funds from theafgliy phase of
the Morehouse Road project to the construction phase of the Sagamore Parkway Trail
project.

Amendment N@8, April 14, 2022
Requested byAPC Staff
Progcs: Federal Funding trade with the NIRPC MPO.
Details: Thiamendment approves the allocation of Federal funds with the NIRPC MPO and
programs the Federal funds to the construction phase Sagamore Parkway Trail project. The
trade involves APC borrowinyy 2022 Federal Funds and repaying it back with FY 2023
Federal funds.

Amendment N&9, April 29,2022
Requested byCityBus
Projecs: FFY 2020 Section 5310 Funds
Details: Thiswodification adds two projects: traveling training and route operations.

Amendment N@0, May 11,2022
Requested byTippecanoe County
Projecs: Bridges #64 and #65
Details: Thisodification changes the construction yaadschanges the local andderal
funding amounts for both projects

Amendment N@1, June 72022
Requested byINDOT
Projecs: Update ten projects that are currently programmed in the TIP
Details: Thismendment moves project phases to a later fiscal year, added federal funds to
phases not currently shown, changed project scope and changed a project location.

Amendment N@2, July 8,2022
Requested byTippecanoe County
Projecs: Bridges #64 andt65
Details: Thiswodification reverses the des numbers between the two projects.

Amendment N@3, July 14,2022
Requested byCityBus
Projecs: FFY 2020 and 2021 Section 5339 Funds
Details: Thismendment adds a bus replacement project using S&8&nfunds.

Amendment N@4, July 14,2022
Requested byAPC Staff
Projecs: FY 2022 11JA Additional Federal funds and FY 2023 Federal Funding Allocations.
Details: Thismendment allocates the balanckllJA Federal funds to the rigbftway
phase of the Morehouse Road project and reallocated theFY 2023 STBG, HSIP, TA
and Carbon Reduction funds.

vii



Amendment N@5, August 112022
Requested byINDOT
Projecs: Updatstwo projects currently programmed and adds four new projects.
Details:This amendmeahanges the phase year, add a phase and changes type of federal
funds for two projects, and adds four new projects.

Amendment N@6, September 8022
Requested by/NDOT
Projecs: Updats oneproject currently programmed in the &@ifél adds a new project.
Details: Thismendment moveghtof-way phaseof one project and adds a superstructure
repair and rehabilitation project.

Amendment N@7, Septembe20, 2022
Requested byTippecanoeCounty
Projecs: County Bridge Inspectiproject
Details: Thisodificatiorupdates the funding amounts

Amendment N@8, Septembe29, 2022

Requested bywVest Lafayette

Projecs: Soldiers Home Road

Details: Thisodificatiorsplits theprojectinto three phasewith four des numbgr Phagl
include reconstruction the southern portion of the prdjgsicpnstruct a roundabout at
the westbound Special 52 intersection. Phase 2 involve construatimthére portion
of the project and Phas3 involves construgia rourdabout a the eastbound Special
52 intersection.
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Executive Summary

The Transportation Improvement Program (TIR) dapital improvement plan that
coordinats the implementation of all transportation projeweitsin Tippecanoe Countyt
includes projectseceivingfunds fromthe U.S. Department of Transportation and those
funded solely with local revenue. The time period covered bylfissfive years: Fiscal
Years2022 through 2@6. The 2022 State fiscal yeabegins orduly1st 2021.

TheFi xing Americads S u([FAGTa ArewasTsigreed sitp daw torm t i o n
December 4, 201%nd it has beerextended one year bythe Continuing Appropriations

Act, 2021 Ths Act and its extensiomequire all Metropolitan Plannin@rganizations

(MPO$ to develop a TIP.t further states that the TIP shall be developed in cooperation

with the State and public transportation operators and it must be developed through a
performanceadriven, outcome based approached to planning for opetlitan areas of the

State. The process for developing the TIP shall provide for consideration of all modes of
transportation and shall be continuing, cooperative and comprehensive to the degree
appropriate, based on the complexity of the transportafiooblems to be addressed. This

TIP complies with the requirements set forth timel€&AST Act

Thiglocument assumes that all requirements in the FAST Actimikgoffiscal years 2@2
through 203.

The TIP is a multhodal budgeting tool that specifies an implementation timetable, funding
sources, and responsible agencies for transportation prdfroiect@are advanceby any
of the followingnineimplementing agencies:

The City of Lafayette

The @y of West Lafayette

Tippecanoe County

The Town of Dayton

The Town of Battle Ground

The Town of Clarks Hill

The Greater Lafayette Public Transportation Corporation (CityBus)
The Purdue University Airport

The Indiana Department of Transportation

The proposed jectsaddressanticipatel future problemss well agesponahg to ever
changing conditions. Some projectsslected in response to needs documeindte
various longrange plans, while other projects address emerging situations ngeedi
attention. Tén TIPprovides local governments withcamprehensiveunding planfor
transportation improvements tbe next ive years

Over $414 million is programmed over the nexefyears withthe majority(58%) being
allocated tolocallyinitiatedprojects.This communiproposesto spend @er$243.2 million
for locallyinitiated projects andver$171.0 millionin Stateinitiated projectbetweenFY
2022 andFY 2@6. TheFederal share for thseprojects igust ove$229.5 million($89.5
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millionand $144.4 millionrespectively The complet€ive-Year Program of Projecis
listedin Tables4 through7. Maps showingroject locations are iRigures 1through4.
The projects iTables5 and 7 are included for informational purposes only.

For FY 2Q2, local jurisdictions requested o$d4.9 million inFederalFunds These funds
will be usedto reconstructoads, improve intersect®rconstruct trails, operating and
capital transit projects, arah airport project. Theseprojectsare shown iffable 4, Funded
Local Projects

All federally fundedprojects in the Tl&e limitedby the fundsavailable at all levels of
government (local, state, and federalhese projectsfundedare the most pressinigut in
no way reflect all thec 0 mmu trangpertéation needs. dMP development process
ensureshat ourlimitedallocation offundsisused where the need is greatest.

This report is divided inttwelve sections. Sectionl explainsthe public and private
participation process.Section2 documents the Environrmakdustice processThe next
section3 reviews the status of all the governmeA@Atransition plans within the planning
area. Sectiod summares early environmental reports, Rrd Hag Investigations, for
local projectsn the TIPTheprocesdor selecting projestomprises the fifth sectiddection

6 contains thei¥e-Year Program of Projects for the metropolitan araad showsthe
projectdisted by fiscal year and phaseSectiory providesa financial summary andult
year investmerglan. Sectior8 explains howprioritizedprojects were selectedrhe FAST
Actrequiresprojects to be selected based on performance measuseiscussion of the
performance measwaised inproject selecin is reviewed in Section. 9Section10
provides an analysis dfiefinancial capacity bCityBus.A short discussion of the progress
of both local and INDOT projects owver covered in Section 11Section12 reviews
Intelligent Transportation Systems @h&jacteristics of locakojects. A summary of all
the public responses to the proposed TIP afgpendix 5.

The FAST Artquires all Metropolitan Planning Organizations to publish an annual listing
of projects for which federal funds have been obligated in the preceding yé&ars
information is covered in a separate more detailed repiwé Annual Listing of Projects,

Fiscal Year 2P0, which is available at the APC office and on the APC weltsite
https://www.tippecanoe.in.gov/DocumentCenter/View/26297/2020nualListing



https://www.tippecanoe.in.gov/DocumentCenter/View/26297/2020-Annual-Listing

Public / Private Participation Process

The FAST Actquiresall Metropolitan Planning Organizatiottsprovide stakeholders a
reasonable opportunity to comment on Thieand theproposedprojects This includes
providing adequate public noticemely information to various organizationgsanable

public access to technical and policy information, and seeking out and considering the needs
of thoseraditionally underserved. The process must involve citizens, freight shippers, traffic,
safetyand enforcement officials, private transportatproviders, representatives of users

of public transit, antbcal electedbfficials.

In response tilhe FAST Adhe Area Plan Commission of Tippecanoe Coun&ygdraactive
participation process. The main source of public ispltough th&olicy Boardand its
advisorycommittees. Notification obmmittee setings and other important informatisn
givenby personal contacts, publication of legal notiaed posting notices in public places.
Personal contaciacludenotifying by letterrepresentativesrom the trucking industry,
freight transportation services, railroads, bicycle clubs, minority groups, local private
transportation providers)eighborhood organizationssers of public transit, and Citizen
Participation Committee members.

Policy Board and Advisory Committees

The public, stakeholder organizations, business represestativegovernment officials
have the opportunity to participate in the development of tltArough thd”olicy Board

and its advisory Committees: tAechnical Transportation Commitieel the Citizen
Participation Committeé'he committees are an integral part of the planning process and
advise thePolicy Boardon planning matters. The public is encouraged to at#dind
committee meetingmd an oppotunity to speak is provideat eachmeeting

Policy Board ThePolicy Boardsthe decisiormaking body and igrimarilycomprised

of the chief elected officials from the Cities of Lafayette, West Lafayette, and Tippecanoe
County. Members also include representatives from INDOT and CityBus. Members of this
committeailtimatelymakefinancial commitments to implement Tofe@s. Meetings are

held on the second Thursdayewéry monthand agendas are posted as provided by law

and sent to the media a week prior to meetings.

Technical Transportation Committe€he Technical Transportation Committee
(TTC) draws frothe advice and knowledge of various Iqdhte, and federajovernment
engineersand planners, traffic officers, and tranaid airportoperators. Members have
important responsibilities for designing, operating, and maintaining the transportation
sysem. This groumakesecommendations to tRelicy Boaran TIP development, project
prioritization, and amendment$he public imlsoasked to provide input and suggestions.
The TTC meets on the third Wednesday afternoon of each month. Agendagedepd

sent to the media a week prior to meetings.

Citizen Participation Commitied&he Citizen Participation Committee (GP&)
broad-based, grassrostcommittee of citizensTheg provide a link for disseminating
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information to nearh\80 organizations in the Greater Lafayette aredn addition to
providing informationthe meetings llow for group representatives to give feedback on
topics from previous meetings. The meetings are schedalterly and are heldon the

2nd Wednesdayof the month. Agendas are mailed to all representatives and sent to the
mediaone totwo weeks prior to the meeting.

Area Plan CommissionThe Area Plan Commission of Tippecanoe County (APC) is
designated by the Governor as the Metropolitan Planning Organization for the Lafayette,
IndianaMetropolitanArea. APC is responsible for transportagmanning anddirecing
federally funded projectand programs within the Metropolitan Planning Area. Meetings
are held on the third Wednesday evening of each moitie APGloesna approve the

TIP and only approves transportation plans if the daio becomepart of Tippecanoe
Countyds E€EPBlampr ehensi v

For thisTIR information regarding theocumentvas presented at thBecembeand March
CPCmeeting Duringthefirst meeting, the process used to develop theahidPthe draft
list of projectsvere presented and discussedheprioritiesrecommended by the TTC and
the draft document were presented and discussed at the March medtinogmments and
guestions fromarticipantscan be found irAppendix 5. TheMarchmeeting notification
letter gated that the draft document was available on the APC transportation wel late.
MarchCPCmeetingwas also the formal public hearing.

The public participation process included posting public n@tidesgliskgt the following

key locations: Lafayette and/est Lafayette City Halls, the County Office Building, West
Lafayette Community Center, the Tippecanoe County Senior Center, aityBigration
building and Downtown Transfer Center, the West Lafayette Public Library, the Tippecanoe
County Public Library branches (downtowyandotte and Lindberg campuses),
Tippecanoe County Community Correctioafayette TransitionaHousingand at the

Hanna CenterNotices in Spanish were posted at Mama Basery, Del Real Auto Sales,
Manalo Auto Salegalisco @ocery andRodriguez Law P.C.

Three communityotices were posted during the development of this TIP. The foest noti
stated that the draft TIP was being developed amnten the TTC would review and
prioritize local projects requesting federal fundBhe second notigeformed the public

when the public meeting would be helthe third notice stateékat thedraft document was
completed, how to obtain a copy, and when the TIP would be considered and possibly
adopted by the Policy Board.The first notice was posted more than 90 days before
adoption of the document.

Three legal advertisements were publishedwo local newspapes one daily and one
weekly,concerning th&lP development process, project lists, prioritization and adoption of
the TIP. The first notice announced that the TIP was in development and velcénitied T
Transportation Committee would review gmibritize local projects requesting federal
funds. The second advertisement stated wherPtilieey Board would discuss the arng

act on its adoption. All notices provided an invitation to inspedr#ie TIP and all
pertinent material.



One press release was issued before the formal public hearing. It invited the public to the
meetingand stated that the draft document was available on the APC transportation web
siteand at the APC offices. Thegss release was sent to ten news organizations.

Threeletters were mailed to stakeholders before TIP adoptibhefirst letter was sent
more tharB0 days prior to adoption andncluded abasic introductiomformation about
the contentfathe TIPand how projects receiviederal funds. It also stated when thdT

would review andprioritize local projects requesting federal fundds an additional
opportunity to provide information and receive comments, the letters includedries,

email, and phone number of a staff contact person.

The second letterotified when the public hearing would be held. It included a link to the
APC web page where the draftiPis available. It provided additionalinformation about

the TIRand gated that the draft documentascomplete andavailable for review either

via the internet or upon requesthe date, time and locati@f the Policy Boardneeting

to discuss and possibly adopt the TéPemlsoprovided Theletter included ataff contact
person so stakeholders could make comments and ask questions

The third letter announced the date, time and location when the Policy Board would discuss
and possilyt adopt the document.

Information was also disseminated throgghieral social media platforms including
Facebook and Nextdoor. Three notices were posted on all of these platforms concurrently
with each community notice. The format for each post was based on the community notices.

The draft document was posted o APC web site and ofippecano€€ ount yos Face
page. Apublic commeiihkwas also included on the APC web page

If significant differences existed between the TIP reviewed by the public and the TIP
proposed for adoption, an additional public meeting would have been held. That was not
necessary for this TIP. During the development process, all comments anslrggestioh

are noted inAppendix 5.

The Federal Transkdministration requirdee MPO1o institute a process that encourages
participation of private enterprises in developiallj plans and programs fundealy the
Federal Transihdministration The processtarts withan early noticeby letter to private
transportation providers of proposgaiblicsectortransitserviceas well as an opportunity
to review and comment on the TIP prior to Tecl@uoramitteeand Policy Board adopin.

Prior to TIP developmestaff compilel a list d private transportation providers in the
community. Thelisass gener at ed néwspaperclippme fileAtie@eleghone
directory,and the internet Fhonecontactwas then made teensure thatl) the operator

was still in busines®), staff had the correct address and name of the general manager or
owner, and 3) that the operatatillprovided transportation service3.he aforementioned
letters notify these providers that the Arfén Commission is developing the TIP, when
projects will be prioritized, and when the TIP will be adopted. They were also directed to
the APC web site if they were interested in the lists of local and INDOT projects.



Environmental Justice

Ewironmental Justice is a vital component of thanid® amplifiesand strengthesiTitle
VIof the Civil Rights Act of 196&nvironmental Justegsureshat minorities and persons
of low income are considered mogrammingand fundingthe project shown irthis
documentTransportation improvements must not disproportionately impact those @gfecto
the community.

Environmental Justice encompasses thineeipbes. The first is to avoid, minimize, or
mitigate disproportionately high and adverse human health and environmental effects,
including social and economic effects, on minority arthémme populations. The second

is to ensure the full and fair goticipation by all those potentially affected in the
transportation decisiemaking process. The third is to prevent the denial of, reduction in,
or significant delay in the receipt of benefits by minority andifm@me populations.

All new road,norrmaintenangereconstruction, and added travel lapmjectsrequesting
federal fundsnthsT1 P wer e r e v i BBvwoardeniussceBralgatiohAPoCedss
Projects were compared to those identified in2845 Metropolitan TranspdrtenHan,The
Future of Mobilit{2045 MTP)and the FY2020-2024 Transportation Improvement Pragram
If a project isshown iritheras having goossiblenegativeimpact, itslistedbelow. New
projects thahave notbeen previously reviewego throughthe evaluation processThe
first step, a macro reviewetermines if the projeldcation isnan area with concentratian
of minority groups and/or lomncome populationdf the project is found to be in or near
suchan area, a micro review is conducted that evaluat®s projectaccording to nine
criteria: displacement of resideniscrease in noise and air polluti@neation of barriers
in neighborhoodslestruction of natural habitat; redectaccess to transiteduced access
to walkwaysdisplacement of persons, businesses, faonprofit organizations; increase
in traffic congestion; and isolation.

Projects with Possible Findings

Local Projects: Sagamore Parkway Trai Yeager Road
South 9 Street North 9" Street Bridges #64 & #65
Soldiers Home Road Ph 1 Morehouse Road Bridge #572
Cherry Lane Ext. Ph 2

INDOT Projects: US 231,475 to Nof SR 28

SR 26, Goose Creek I-65, North of Wabash River to CR 725N
SR 43,465 NB Ramp I-65, NB/SB SR 43 bridges

SR 43,-65 SB Ramp I-65, NB/SB Burnett Creek, CSX bridge

Toensureopportunity for full participation by persons potentially affectedffsises local
community organizations and groups @ascommunication conduit.  This follows
recommendations in the US DOT manual entRlddic Involvement Techniques for
Transportation DecisMaking Additionally, he Citizen Participation Committeeludes
most of these organizations and graup




Americans with Disabllities Act Project Review

FHWA egulatory responsibility under Title Il of theekicans with Disabilities AcD@\

and Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Actlé73 (Section 504)equiresthat recipients of
Federal aideitherSate or local entities that are responsible for roadways and pedestrian
facilities do not discriminate on the basis of disability in anyweaghtransportation
program, activity, service or benefit they provide to the general publie State and local
entities mustnsure that people with disabilities have equitable opportunitiesgahe
public rightof-way system.

ADA and Section 504 requigates and local governmemntsth50 or moreemployeego
develop a Transition Plan whislintended to identify system needs and integrate them

the planning process. The transition plan and its identified maextse fully integrated

into the TIP. Agencigsistincorporate accessibility improvements into the transportation
program on an ongoingasisand in a variety of ways

MPOsare to ersure thatocal public agencies with projects in the TIP have protmed
status of their ADA Transition Plathe®s MPO. The MPO musgport completion status to
FHWA and INDOTTable 1summarizes the status ofladtal Public AgenclyRA transition
plans

Tablel: Status of LPA and INDOT ADA Transition Plans

LPA Status of Transition Plan Adoption Date
Tippecanoe County Updated January29, 2016
City of Lafayette Updated March 14, 2014
City of West Lafayette Adopted December &, 2012
Town of Battle Ground Adopted November 1, 2018
Town of Clarks Hill Adopted December 3, 2012
Town of Dayton Adopted Decembed9, 2013
INDOT Updated June 1, 2018

Through the @ll for Projects, all LPAs wer asked if their poposed projects meet ADA
requirements.All local projectsthat are shown in this TéiRe being designed to meet
PROWAG standards.

CityBus haalsosubmitted the required ADA se#rtification as part of theannual5307
certification. The operating assistance being requestedityBusn this TIP will be used
to continue theparatransit service.




Red Flag Investigations and Review

Any state or locafjovernment project that receives federal funds must consider potential
consequences and impacts to the social and natural environment. This requirement became
law when enacted by the US Congress on January 1, 1970 and it is known as the National
Environnrgal Policy Act (NERA

To help inconsidang environmental issues early in the transportation plaprcgssas
well as shorten the time to complete a projéoe FederalHighway Administration
encourage MPOs toconduct Red Flag investigati¢R$d) for all local projects that may
use federal funds. EachRFlevaluates a proje& potential impact orsix factors:
infrastructure, water resources, mining/mineral explorat@rmatconcernsecological
informationandcultural resourcegthin a %2 mile radius of theroposed projectAny and
all concerns are document in the analysis.

In developng this TIPMPO staff performedRFIdor all newprojectsin whichpreliminary
engineerindhas not yet startedr projectsvhose reports arthree years oldr older. RFIs
performed for this TIBre shown iTable 2 RFIs were only prepared for logadojects.
TheABRdi d not prepare RFI O0s for any | NDOT pr

Table 2:Red Flag Investigations

Project Location Jurisdiction

Bridge #64 Over the Branch of the Wea Cre¢ Tippecanoe Co.
Bridge #65 Over the WeaCreek Tippecanoe Co.
Bridge #527 Over the Wea Creek Tippecanoe Co.

West of McCormick Road to
Northwestern Avenue

North 9h Street North of Sagamore Parkway to  Tippecanoe Co.
north of Burnetts Road

Cherry Lane Extension Pt West Lafayette

EachRFlincludes a short narrativan individual summargr eachof the six factorsa
recommendation sectiand maps TheanalysisusdsNDOT&6s data suppl eme
GIS databass and compares individual overlays of each of the six factors to the project
location and area.Table 3shows the numbef recommendatior@ndthe type ofpossible
environmentatoncern




Table 3: Red Flag InvestigatioRecommendations

. Number of Recommendations
Project Recommendatiot IN WR M HC El
Bridge #64 3 P P P
Bridge #65 3 P P p
Bridge #527 2 P P
Cherry Lane Ext. Ph 2 2 P P
N. 9h StreetTrail 5 P P P P P

Recommendation Codefastructur@N), Water Resourc€®/R),
Mining/Mineral ExploratigiM), Hazmat Concer@d4C) and
Ecological Informati¢il)

In reviewing the individual reports, the most prevalent recommendation is coordination with
other agencies whether i1itdos related to un.
wetlands, drainage ponds and endangered species. Individual agenaiesblean

identified whoshould ke involved in the more detailed environmental analysis. The
individual RFI reports are not included in this document but are available at the Area Plan
Commission office.



5. Project Selection Process

The project selectioprocessn developingthis TIPbegan in October of 200. Project
identificationyeview andselection procedurese as follows:

1.

2
3.
4

Projects are submitted lhycal government agencies

. Projects areassembled andeviewed by the MPO staff.

The draft project list and TIP development process is presented to the CPC.

. The firspublicnoticegoes out andncludes mailingontact letters and legal ads in two

local newspaperas outlined in the Public/Private Participation ProcEge noticetates
the meeting time and date wh#re Technical Transportation Committee will review,
discuss andllocate local federal fundand recommend which INDOT prgact a
priority to this communityr.his piblicnoticeis alsopostedon Nextdoor and Facebook.

The €chnical fnsportation Committeeviews, discuses and prioritizesthe local projects
requesting federal fundsnd INDOT projects

6. Transit projects are endorsed by the Board of Directors of CityBus.

7. The draft TIP is developeohd then made available for review and comment on the APC

transportation web page.

8. The draft TIP is submitted to INDOT, FHWA and FTA for review.

9.

A second public noticgeposted,and a letterissentto stakeholderaotifyingthemwhen
the public hearingvill be held

10. The draft document is presentedia MarchCPC meeting. Members are informed

11.
12.

11.
12.

13.

when the document will be reviewed and possibly adopted biptthey BoardThe
March CPC meeting is also the formal public hearing.

The draft TIP is reviewed and endorsed by the Technical Transportation Committee.

A third public notice idistributednotifying citizenthat a draft documentas been
developed dong withthe date and time when thHolicy Boardwill review and
potentialy adopt the TIP.

ThePolicy Boat reviews andapprovesthedraft TIPby resolution

If the final TIP differs significantly from the one made available for public conament
additional opportunity for public commenseheduled

The adopted TIP ssbmitted to INDOT, FHWA, FTA and the local participating agencies
and thenposted on the APC website

ThePolicy Boardat itsMay 13, 2021 meeting, adopted the FY 2@-2026 Transportation
Improvement Program with the concurrence of the CityBus Board of Qir@ctans/27,
2021) for the transit portion. The TRB CPC, and Board of Directors meetiogsiply
with open door requirementdlotification to news media, posting notices and agendas all
occurred in advance of these meetings

10




The Fiv&ear Program of Projects

TheRve-Year Program of Projects required to ioludeall projectsthat will usdinancial
assistance from the US Department of Transportation. Most of the projects listed in this
sectionuse State and/or Federalfunds Theprogram ako includes all significant ron
federally funded projects, whethetate or locally initiated. Nefinancially constrained
projects(not yet fully funded)both local ancstate, are alsoshown irseparate exhibits.

They are showfor informational purposes only ageference offutureprojects.

All local projects are listed ifables 4and 5 with their locations showrFigures land 2.

Tables 6and 7 and Figures 3and 4 show all state projects. A summary of the funding
sources for the locally initiated projects isTable 25 Projects for wWich Surface
Transportation Block Group (STBG) Il funds will be used and their amounts are listed by
fiscal years irnmables 8throughl2.

The Hve-Year Program of Projecteonemplatesa total transportation budget of over
$414.2 million for he five-year period. In FY @2, over $152.3 millionis programmed
for both local and stat@rojectsnthe communityThe U.S. Department of Transportation's
share of the cost is ov8115.0 millionwith bcally initiated projectsrogrammedor $16.2
millionand state projectprogrammedfor $98.6 million The cost for individual projects
and theirfederal, gate, and localamounts aréound inTables4, 5, 6 and 7. Project ost
estimateseflecttheyear of expenditure

All projects andnformation in Fiscal Years 2026 are shown for illustrative purpokes
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Key to Abbreviations

ARP 20216 American Rescue Plan 2021

ADA - Americans with Disabilities Act

AIP - Airport Improvemenr®lan

APC- Area Plan Commission of Tippecanoe County
AVL - AdvancedVehicleLocatiorSystem

CCMG- Community Crossing Matching Grant Funds

COIT- County Option Income Tax

CMAQ- Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Funds

CPCGC- Citizen Participation Committee

CR- Carbon Reduction Funds

CRRSAA Coronavirus Response and Relief Supplemental Appropriations Act
CY- Calendar Year

DES NO Designation NumbeiThese are project numbers dd®/ the Indiana
Department of Transportation and the Federal Highway Administration.

FASTACTFiI xi ng Surfeeea Transpobtation Act

FEDERAL SHAREED) The amount of funds the USDOT will match for the
project.

FFY- Federal Fiscal Year. Thederal Fiscal year begins on Octobet. 1
FHWA- Federal Highway Administration

FUND TYPEThis identifies the source of funding.

FRA- Federal Railroad Administration

FTA- Federal Transit Administration

FY or Fiscal Year The State fiscalear. The State iBcalyear begins orduly 1st.
GLPTC Greater Lafayette Public Transportation Corporatak.&.CityBus)
HSIP- Highway Safety Improvement Program funds

IDEM- Indiana Department of Environmental Management

ITS- Intelligent Transportation System
INDOT- Indiana Department of Transportation
KB&S- Kankakee Beaverville & Southern Railroad
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LOCATION & PROJECT TY¥FMpecifies the project, where it is located, its
generalterminiand a short description of the project. More complete project
information can be obtained from the-BAorm.

LPA- Local Public AgencyA local government body (i.e. City of Lafayette, West
Lafayette, or Tippecanoe Coungligible to recéve USDOT funding

MAP 21 - Moving Ahead for Progress in thes®@entury
MOU - Memorandum of Understanding

MPO- Metropolitan Planning Organization

MTP- Metropolitan Transportation Plan for Z2D4
NEPA- National Environmental Protection Act
NHFP- National Highway Freight Program

NS- Norfolk Southern Railroad

NHS- National Highway System

PHASEPh) - Road projects are broken down into implementation stages. The
definition of the stages and the abbreviations are as follows:

PE or Preliminary Engineering the initial phase of a project and includes
planning, environmental, engineering, and design activities.

RW or Righbf-Way s the next phase (if needed) and involves obtaining the
necessary land for the projeand includesightof-way engineering

CN or Constructiorms the fnal stage whe construction gerformed and
often includesonstruction engineerisgpervision

Other pojects proposed b PAsthe Purdue University Airpatd transit systems
may include:

ST or Study

OP or Operating Assistance
CA or Capital Assistance
EQ or Equipment

IN or Inspection

ED or Education Program
PN or MPO Planning

PB- Policy Board

PM- Performance Masure
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PMG- INDOT Program Management Group

PMTF Public Mass Transportation Funds. These funds are generated through
revenues raised from the State sales tax.

PROWAG Public Rightsf-Way Accessibility Guidelines
RFI- Red Flag Investigation

RSA- Road Safety Audit

SHSR Strategic Highway Safety Plan

SMRF Funds State Matching Regulatory Funds

SMS Safety Management System

SBG- Surface Transportatiddlock Grougunds. These funds are dedicatethe
FAST Aanddivided intosixteendifferent categories. Each category specifies
where and how they can Ispent. Several categories include: Urban, Rural
Recreational Trails, and Transportation Alternatielsan funds are dedicated
funds for cities with a populationer 200,000 andbetween 50000 to 200,000
persons.

STIG Small Transit Intensive Cities Funds

TA - Transportation Alternative Funds
TAM - Transit Asset Management Plan

TAMP- Transpaation Asset Management Plan
TCCA- Tippecanoe County Council on Aging
TDP- Transit Development Plan

TFP- Thoroughfare Plan

TIF- Tax Increment Financing

TIP- Transportation Improvement Program
TTC- Technical Transportation Committee
UAB - Urban AreaBoundary

USDOT United States Department of Transportation
504 - Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973
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Funding Codes

Federal Funds:

AlP
BRIS
BR
CR
FF
FLAP
HPP
HSIP
IM

Airport Improvement Program

Bridge Inspection Funds

Bridge Funds

CarbonReduction Funds

Federal Funds Not Specified

Federal Lands Access Program

High Priority Projects Program Funds (SAHETEA
Highway Safety Improvement Program

Interstate Maintenance

INTERSTATEMAP 21 Interstate Funds

NHS
NHPP
PL
PNRS
S7C
S70
S7P
S9C
S10
S16
S17
S39C
SBG
RHC
TA

Local Funds:
L1
L2
L3
L4
L5
L6
L7
L8
L9
L10
L11
L12
L13
L14
L15
L16
L17
L18

National Higlvay System

National Highway Performance Program

Federal Metropolitan Planning Funds

Projects of National and Regional Significance
Capital Assistance Grant, Section 5307 FTA Funds
Operating Assistance Grant, Section 5307 Flidds
Planning Assistance Grant, Section 5307 FTA Funds
Capital Assistance Grant, Section 5309 FTA Funds
Capital Assistance Grant, Section 5310 FTA Funds
Section 5316, Job Access & Reverse Commute (JARC)
Section 5317, Newreedom funds

Capital Assistance Grant, Section 5339 FTA Funds
Surface Transportatiddiock GranProgram
RailwayHighway Crossing Funds

Transportation Alternativ&et Asidd~unds

County Option Income T@&OIT)
Cumulative Bridge Fun@3BF)
Cumulative Capital Fun(iSCF)

Economic Development Income(E&XT)
General FundéGF)

Greater Lafayette Community Foundai{Gi.CF)
General Obligation Bond$¢GOB)

Wheel Tax(WT)

Local Road and Street Fur{iR&S)
LocalHighway Option Income T@HOIT
Local Project TakPT

Revenue Bond FunB8{

Tax Increment Financing (TIF)
Developer Escrow AccoudEA

Purdue University FunésJf

Motor Vehicle Highway Account (MVHA)
Fares, Passes and Tokens (FPT)

Other Not Specified
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Table 4:Funded Local Projects: Fiscal Year22@hrough 2@6

Project Ph Fund Federal Local Total Anticipated
Location & Description Code Funds Funds Cost Year

City of Lafayette

1 South 9" Street, Des # 1900482 PE
Brick O6NO6 Wood t¢RW

Widening & Urbanization CN STBG 4,081,551 1,078,137 5,390,683 2026

P.M.: System Performance CN TA 230,995 2026
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 6,467,263

2 Park East Boulevard Extension PE L13 0 1,200,000 1,200,000 2023

McCarty Lane to Haggerty Lane RW L13 0 1,000,000 1,000,000 2023

New Road Construction CN L13 010,000,000 10,000,000 2024

P.M.: System Performance
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 12,200,000

3 South Street PE L4, L13 0 800,000 800,000 2025
7506 East of Sa@p: RW L4, L13 0 150,000 150,000 2025
Pedestrian, Safety & Landscaping CN L4, L13 0 7,765,000 7,765,000 2026
P.M.: Safety

Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 8,715,000

City of West Lafayette

4 Cumberland Avenue, Ph 4 PE L13 0 430,000 430,000 2023
US 52 to %2 mi west of Sagamore RW L13 0 350,000 350,000 2024
Road Widening CN L13 0 4,050,000 4,050,000 2026
P.M.: System Performance Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY &2) 4,830,000

5 Lindberg Road PE
Northwestern Ave. to Salisbury St. RW
Reconstruction & Complete Streets CN L13 0 3,610,000 3,610,000 2022

P.M.: System Performance
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 3,935,000

6 Sagamore Parkway Trail PE STBG 186,800 50,972 254,859 2022
Des # 1401287 PE STBG 17,087
8006 west of Sol ¢ CN STBG,L13 2,986,113 1,006,971 5,034,856 2022
west end of the US 52/Sagamore CN  Flexed HSIP 20,774 2022
Parkway east bound bridge over CN STBG 200 2022
the Wabash River CN HJA 1,020,798 2022
New Trail Construction
P.M: Safety Tot al Cost (include: 4,301,038

7 Soldiers Home Rd PE STBG,L16 399,409 177,015 885,075 2022
Des # 1401291, Phase 1 PE STBG 275,317 2022
Sagamore Pkwy to Hamilton St PE TA 33,334 2022
Reconstruction & Urbanization PE STBG,L16 168,140 42,035 210,175 2023
Des # 2201253, Phase 1 RW STBG,L16 795,879 203,137 1,015,683 2025
Westbound Ramp Intersection RW TA 16,667 2025
Roundabout Conversion
P.M.: System Performance CN Construction Funding is Shown in Table 5

Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 22,537,013
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Table 4:Funded Local Projects: Fiscal Year22@hrough 2®6, continued

Project
Location & Description

Fund
Code

Local
Funds

Federal

Ph
Funds

Total
Cost

Anticipated
Year

Tippecanoe County

8 County Bridge Inspection
Des # 1500252
Various Bridges in County
P.M.: Bridge Condition

9 County Bridge Inspection
Des # 2101033
Various Bridges in County
P.M.: Bridge Condition

10 McCutcheon Ped Safety
Des # 1601028
Various Safety Improvements
P.M.: Safety

11 Morehouse Road
Des # 1401280, Phase 2
2106 North
Mason Dixon Road
Road Reconstruction & Widening
P.M.: System Performance

of CR

Des # 2101125, Phase 1
Sagamore Pkwy to
CR 350N
Road Reconstruction & Widening
P.M.: System Performance

12 Yeager Road, Des # 1401281
W.L. City Limits to CR 500N
Road Realignment
P.M.: System Performance

13 Bridge #64, Des # 1802907
Lilly Rd over Branch of Wea Creek
Bridge Replacement
P.M.: Bridge Condition

14 Bridge #65, Des # 1802905
Lilly Rd over Wea Creek
Bridge Replacement
P.M.: Bridge Condition

NA

IN BRIS,L2 23,950 5,988

Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022)

IN BRIS,L2 352,394 88,099
IN BRIS,L2 15,977 3,994
IN BIRD,L2 318,638 79,659
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022)
PE

RwW

CN HSIP 910,428 260,929
CN STBG 133,287

Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022)
PE

RW STBG,L9,15 1,012,784 306,778
RW TA 214,328

RW IHJA 316,999

CN STBG,L9,15 4,885,022 1,274,838
CN TA 214,328

CN STBG,L9,15 1,773,625 501,155
CN TA 230,995

29,938

450,343

440,493

19,971
398,297
858,761

1,304,664

1,940,208

1,533,890

6,374,188

2,505,775

Note: RW funding is for both Phase 1 and Phase 2.
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 10,782,612

PE

RwW

CN STBG,L9,15 5,251,704 1,469,000
CN TA 512,504

CN CR 111,792

Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022)

PE
RW
CN Group IV,L2 1,511,509 912,691
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022)

PE
RW

CN GroupIV,L2 1,342,139 753,461

Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022)
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7,345,000

8,418,129

2,424,200

2,424.200

2,095,600

2,095,600

Ph2A, 2«

2023
2024
2025

2023
2023

2022
2022
2022
2025
2025

2024
2024

2023
2023
2023

2025

2025



Table4: Funded Local Projects: Fiscal Year22@hrough 2®6, continued

Project, Ph Fund Federal Local Total Anticipated
Location & Description Code Funds Funds Cost Year

Tippecanoe County, continued

15 Lindberg Road, Des # 1173627

Klondike Rd to Relocated US 231 CN STBG 35,023 8,756 43,779 2022
Road Reconstruction & Widening
P.M.: System Performance Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 4,592,557
16 Bridge #527, Des # 1902754 PE
Over the Wea Creek RW
Bridge Replacement CN Group IV,L2 2,160,000 540,000 2,700,000 2024

P.M.: Bridge Condition
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 3,050,000

17 North 9" Street Road Bridge PE Group IV 533,224 133,306 666,530 2022
Des # 2003019 RW
Bridge over the Wabash River CN Group IV 5,998,736 1,499,684 7,498,420 2026

Bridge Deck Replacement
P.M.: Bridge Condition
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 8,164,950

[ay
(e¢]

County Bridge Replacement Projects

A Bridge 122 (Cedar Lane) CN L2,4 0 350,000 350,000

B Bridge 133 (CR 100S) CN L2,4 0 470,000 470,000 >
C Bridge 80 (CR 700W at Flint Ck) CN L2,4 0 907,000 907,000 S
D Bridge 173 (CR 600N) CN L2,4 0 980,000 980,000 9 Lf:»
E Bridge 501 (CR 300S) CN L2,4 0 482,000 482,000 Q<
F Bridge 111 (CR 300W) CN L2,4 0 502,000 502,000 -2
G Bridge 73 (CR 600W) CN L2,4 0 352,000 352,000 g é
H Bridge 115 (CR 750N) CN L2,4 0 507,000 507,000 N <
I Bridge 86 (Division Road) CN L2,4 0 248,000 248,000 &
J Bridge 243 (CR 350N) CN L2,4 0 347,000 347,000 a
K Bridge 190 (CR1200S at 450W) CN L2,4 0 395,000 395,000

Specific construction year has not been determined. Construction dates are dependent on the amount of the Annual
Cumulative Bridge Funds and Annual Economic Development Income Tax fund and the decision as to which year and
which bridge is done is determined annually.

P.M.: Bridge Condition

19 County Bridge Patching and Deck Overlay Projects

A Bridge 121 (Schuyler Avenue) CN CCMG,L2,4 0 34,300 68,600 2022
B Bridge 113 (Morehouse Road) CN CCMG,L2,4 0 129,694 259,388 2022
C Bridge 170 (CR 75E) CN CCMG,L2,4 0 81,425 162,850 2022
D Bridge 199 (CR 500E) CN CCMG,L2,4 0 53,325 106,650 2022
E Bridge 34 (CR 1075E) CN CCMG,L2,4 0 142,095 284,190 2022
F Bridge 156 (CR 1000E) CN CCMG,L2,4 0 124,860 249,720 2022

P.M.: Bridge Condition
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Table 4: Funded Local Projects: Fiscal Year&2through 2®6, continued

Project, Ph Fund Federal Local Total Anticipated
Location & Description Code Funds Funds Cost Year

Financial information shown is calendar year beginning January 1st)
All project listed below, P.M.: Transit Asset Management Plan

20 Operating Assistance (Sec. 5307) OP S70
Des # 1700422, LAF-21-001 770,000 12,424,259 13,194,259 CY 2021
Des # 1900474, LAF-22-001 1,000,000 12,503,532 13,503,532 CY 2022
Des # 1900478, LAF-23-001 1,000,000 12,908,638 13,908,638 CY 2023
Des # 1900481, LAF-24-001 1,000,000 13,325,897 14,325,897 CY 2024
LAF-25-001 1,000,000 13,752,326 14,752,326 CY 2025
LAF-26-001 1,000,000 14,192,400 15,192,400 CY 2026

21 Capital Assistance (Sec. 5307) CA S7C,L3

Des numbers and Transit Project Numbers for 4,179,632 1,044,908 5,224,540 CY 2021
individual projects are shown on pages 60-69

Des # 1900472 1,554,400 388,600 1,943,000 CY 2022
Des # 1900475 1,554,400 388,600 1,943,000 CY 2023
Des # 1900479 1,554,400 388,600 1,943,000 CY 2024

1,554,400 388,600 1,943,000 CY 2025
1,554,000 388,600 1,943,000 CY 2026

22 Capital/Operating (Sec. 5310) S10
Paratransit Buses (des #2002549) CA 329,946 84,487 414,433 CY 2021
LAF-21-014
Travel Training (des #2002549) oP 53,988 13,497 67,485 CY 2021
LAF-21-015
2A/2B Service (des #2002549) OP 30,000 36,277 66,277 CY 2021
LAF-21-016
N 9th/Wabash A. (des #2002549) OP 95,000 112,426 207,426 CY 2021
LAF-21-017
Traveling Training (LAF-22-010) OoP 67,000 0 67,000 CY 2020
Operating Route 9" St / Wabash OoP 247,000 0 247,000 CY 2020
Avenue (LAF-22-011)
23 Capital (Sec. 5339) S39C
CNG Refueling (des #2002550) CA 1,200,000 300,000 1,500,000 CY 2021
LAF-21-018
2 Fixed Bus Replacements CA 1,005,777 251,444 1,257,221 CY 2022
LAF-22-012
24 Planning (Sec. 5307) S7P
A&E for New Facility PL 240,000 60,000 300,000 CY 2021
LAF-21-013
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Table 4: Funded Local Projects: Fiscal Year&@through 202, continued

Project, Ph Fund Federal Local Total Anticipated
Location & Description Code Funds Funds Cost Year

Town of Battle Ground

No Projects at This Time

Town of Clarks Hill

No Projects at This Time

Town of Dayton

No Projects at This Time

Purdue University Airport

25 Aircraft Rescue & Fire Fighting EQ AIP 719,000 0 719,000 2020
(ARFF) Vehicle

26 Rehabilitate Runway 05/23 & PE AIP,L15 299,115 16,618 332,350 2021
Connector Taxiway CN AIP,L15 2,491,704 138,428 2,768,560 2022
27 East Parall el Ta>y PE AIP,L15 187,200 10,400 208,000 2023
Environmental Assessment PE/CN AIP,L15 1,569,173 87,176 1,743,526 2024
28 Snow Removal Equipment EQ AIP,L15 567,000 31,500 630,000 2025

Wabash Center

29 Two Van Replacement, LAF-21-019 CA ARP 2021 96,332 0 96,332 2022

Total 64,935,408 129,154,516 194,939,656
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Hgure 1 Location of Funded Local Projects, FY220 2026

BQCQB_pty‘Bhrigigglns.p.eﬁtion (22)
9~ County Bridge IrTspectib'ﬁ'(23,24 & 25)
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Table5: Unfunded Local Projects: Fiscal Year22@hrough 26

Project Ph Fund Federal Local Total Anticipated
Location & Description Code Funds Funds Cost Year

City of Lafayette

No Projects at this Time

City of West Lafayette

1 Cherry Lane Extension, Ph 2 PE STBG 900,000 225,000 1,125,000 2026
10006 west of Mc ( RW
Northwestern Avenue CN STBG/TA 8,880,000 2,220,000 11,100,000 2030

Road Reconstruction & New Trail
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 12,225,000

2 Soldiers Home Rd PE
Des # 1401291, Phase 1 RW
Sagamore Pkwy to Hamilton St CN STBG/TA 7,168,000 1,792,000 8,960,000 2028
Reconstruction & Urbanization
Des # 2201253, Phase 1 PE
Westbound Ramp Intersection RW
Roundabout Conversion CN STBG/TA 828,480 207,120 1,035,600 2028
Des # 2201256, Phase 2 RW STBG/TA 289,304 72,326 361,630 2025
Hamilton St to Kalberer Road RW STBG/TA 476,000 119,000 595,000 2026
Reconstruction & Urbanization CN STBG/TA 6,889,640 1,712,410 8,602,050 2029
Des # 2201257, Phase 3 PE
Eastbound Ramp Intersection RW
Roundabout Conversion CN STBG/TA 697,440 174,360 871,800 2028

P.M.: System Performance
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 22,537,013

Tippecanoe County

3 North 9" Street Road Trail PE
Existing Lafayette Trail to RwW
Community Correction Facility CN STBG/TA 1,013,620 253,405 1,267,025 2026

New Trail Construction
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 1,267,025

4 North 9" Street Road Sidewalk PE Group IV 320,000 80,000 400,000 2022
Davis Ferry Park to Wabash RwW Group IV 211,040 52,760 263,800 2024
Heritage Trail (N of Wabash River) CN Group IV 2,458,380 614,595 3,072,975 2026

New Sidewalk Construction
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 3,736,775

5 North 9t Street Road PE Group IV 296,000 74,000 370,000 2022
2506 N of Sagamor RW
82506 N of Burnett CN Group IV 3,313,280 828,320 4,141,600 2026

Road Rehabilitation
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 4,511,600



Table 5: Unfunded Local Projects: Fiscal Year&2through 226, continued

Project Ph Fund Federal Local Total Anticipated
Location & Description Code Funds Funds Cost Year

Tippecanoe County, continued

6 County Bridge Replacement Projects

A Bridge 500 (CR 500E) CN L2,4 0 476,000 476,000

B Bridge 7 (CR 900S) CN L2,4 0 679,000 679,000 © 5

C Bridge 208 (Old Shadeland) CN L2,4 0 1,355,000 1,355,000 S )
D Bridge 134 (CR 775E) CN L2,4 0 302,000 302,000 ‘:‘ g %
E Bridge 159 (E County Line Road) CN L2,4 0 384,000 384,000 ~ 55
F Bridge 21 (CR 200E) CN L2,4 0 756,000 756,000 % g
G Bridge 149 (Stair Road) CN L2,4 0 507,000 507,000 o

H Bridge 226 (CR 1300S) CN L2,4 0 424,000 424,000

Specific construction year has not been determined. Construction dates are dependent on the amount of the Annual
Cumulative Bridge Funds and Annual Economic Development Income Tax fund and the decision as to which year and
which bridge is done is determined annually.

7 County Bridge Rehabilitation Projects

A Bridge 121 (Schuyler Avenue) CN L2,4 0 269,000 269,000 2022
B Bridge 104 (Jackson Highway) CN L2,4 0 47,000 47,000 2022
C Bridge 6228 (N. River Road) CN L2,4 0 246,000 246,000 2022
D Bridge 505 (Prophets Rock Road) CN L2,4 0 85,000 85,000 2022
E Bridge 216 (Old SR 25) CN L2,4 0 155,000 155,000 2022
F Bridge 170 (CR 75E) CN L2,4 0 98,000 98,000 2022
G Bridge 83 (CR 525S) CN L2,4 0 233,000 233,000 2022
H Bridge 79 (CR 700W) CN L2,4 0 143,000 143,000 2022

No Projects at this Time

Wabash Center

No Projects at this Time

Total 33,741,184 14,584,296 48,325,480



Figure 2 Location ofUnfundedLocal Projects Shown fdnformational
Purposes Only FY 2@2 - 2026
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Table6: Funded Indiana Department of Transportation Projects

Project Ph Fund Federal State Total Anticipated
Location & Description Code Funds Funds Cost Year

SR 25, Des # 2000412 & Contract # R-42955 (Lead Des # 2000390)

3.70 mi N of I-65 PE

Bridge Thin Deck Overlay RW

P.M.: Bridge Condition CN STBG 154,379 38,595 192,974 2024
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 202,974

SR 25, Des # 2001069 & Contract # B-42056 (Lead Des # 1900670)

Bridge over Flint Creek PE

Scour Protection RW

P.M.: Safety CN STBG 63,444 15,861 79,305 2022
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 180,626

SR 25, Des # 2001070 & Contract # B-42920 (Lead Des # 2001070)

Bridge over Wea Creek PE

Bridge Painting RW

P.M.: Bridge Condition CN STBG 336,000 84,000 420,000 2022
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 420,000

SR 26, Des # 1500121 & Contract # R-40569 (Lead Des # 1701571)

5.75 mi W of US 231 PE

Small Structure Replacement RW

P.M.: Bridge Condition CN STBG 234,864 58,716 293,580 2022
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 469,090

SR 26, Des # 1700114 & Contract # R-40577 (Lead Des # 1400249)

0.33 t0 8.57 mi E of SR 55 PE

HMA Overlay Structural RW

P.M.: Pavement Condition CN STBG 5,005,802 1,251,451 6,257,253 2022
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 9,357,626

SR 26, Des # 1800130 & Contract # R-40577 (Lead Des # 1400249)

8.7 mi E of SR 55 PE

Bridge Replacement RW

P.M.: Bridge Condition CN STBG 268,434 67,108 335,542 2022
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 482,607

SR 26, Des # 1800215 & Contract # R-41617 (Lead Des # 1800215)

At CR 900E PE STBG 16,000 4,000 20,000 2022

New Signal Installation RwW STBG 16,000 4,000 20,000 2023

P.M.: Safety CN STBG 625,241 156,310 781,551 2023
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 1,045,511
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Table6: Funded IndianaDepartment of Transportation Projects, continued

Project Ph Fund Federal State Total Anticipated
Location & Description Code Funds Funds Cost Year
8 SR 26, Des # 1900333 & Contract # R-42243 (Lead Des # 1900333)
Bridge over Goose Creek RW STBG 40,000 10,000 50,000 2022
New Bridge Construction RW STBG 40,000 10,000 50,000 2023
P.M.: Bridge Condition CN STBG 3,617,366 904,342 4,521,708 2024
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 5,121,333
9 SR 26, Des # 2200569 & Contract # R-44397 (Lead Des # 2200569)
Bridge over S. Fork Wildcat Creek PE STBG 40,000 10,000 50,000 2023
Bridge Thin Deck Overlay RW
P.M.: Bridge Condition CN
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 508,217
10 SR 28, Des # 1800670 & Contract # R-42955 (Lead Des # 2000390)
Over Little Wea Creek PE
Bridge Deck Overlay RW
P.M.: Bridge Condition CN STBG 127,738 31,935 159,673 2024
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 214,400
11 SR 28, Des # 2100886 & Contract # B-43827 (Lead Des # 2100886)
Over east branch of Wea Creek PE STBG 16,000 4,000 20,000 2022
Repair or Replace Joints RW
P.M.: Bridge Condition CN STBG 55,104 13,776 68,880 2023
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 88,880
12 SR 28, Des # 2101796 & Contract # R-40239
3.82 mi E of SR 25 East Junction PE STBG 80,000 20,000 100,000 2023
Drainage Ditch Correction RW STBG 100,000 25,000 125,000 2026
P.M.: Pavement Condition CN STBG 20,000 5,000 25,000 2026
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 745,305
13 SR 38, Des # 1601074 & Contract # R-40528 (Lead Des # 1601074)
1.07 mi E of I-65 to US 421 PE
Full Depth Reclamation uT STBG 8,000 2,000 10,000 2022
P.M.: Safety CN STBG 8,137,094 2,034,273 10,171,367 2022
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 13,603,653
14 SR 38, Des # 1701561 & Contract # B-42148 (Lead Des # 1701561)
WB bridge over Elliott Ditch PE
Bridge Deck Overlay RW
P.M.: Pavement Condition CN STBG 284,726 71,181 355,907 2024
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 468,307
15 SR 38, Des # 1701562 & Contract B-42148 (Lead Des # 1701562)
EB bridge over Elliott Ditch PE
Bridge Deck Overlay RW
P.M.: Bridge Condition CN STBG 284,726 71,181 355,907 2024
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 360,907
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Table 6: Funded Indiana Department of Transportation Projects, continued

Project Ph Fund Federal State Total Anticipated
Location & Description Code Funds Funds Cost Year
16 SR 38, Des # 2000519 & Contract B-42951 (Lead Des # 2000519)
South Fork Wildcat Creek PE STBG 116,000 29,000 145,000 2023
Scout Protection (Erosion) RW STBG 20,000 5,000 25,000 2023
P.M.: Safety CN STBG 175,770 43,943 219,713 2024
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 389,713
17 SR 38, Des # 2001073 & Contract B-42920 (Lead Des # 2001070)
EB bridge over NS Railroad PE
Bridge Painting RW
P.M.: Bridge Condition CN STBG 272,361 68,090 340,451 2022
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 351,838
18 SR 38, Des # 2001074 & Contact # B-42920 (Lead Des # 2001070)
WB bridge over NS Railroad PE
Bridge Painting RW
P.M.: Bridge Condition CN STBG 272,361 68,090 340,451 2022
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 340,451
19 SR 43, Des # 1700188 & Contract # B-42909 (Lead Des # 2001172)
At I-65 NB Ramp PE
Intersection Improvement RW
P.M.: Safety CN STBG 116,237 29,059 145,296 2022
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 285,576
20 SR 43, Des # 1700189 & Contract # B-42909 (Lead Des # 2001172)
At I-65 SB Ramp PE
Intersection Improvement RW
P.M.: Safety CN STBG 254,826 63,707 318,533 2022
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 471,063
21 SR 43, Des # 1800076 & Contract B-41585 (Lead Des # 1800076)
Bridge over Walter Ditch RW STBG 16,000 4,000 20,000 2022
Bridge Replacement uT STBG 16,000 4,000 20,000 2022
P.M.: Bridge Condition CN STBG 899,731 224,933 1,124,664 2023
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 1,389,999
22 SR 43, Des # 2000871 & Contract # B-42925 (Lead Des # 2000117)
Bridge over Burnett Creek PE
Bridge Thin Deck Overlay RW
P.M.: Bridge Condition CN STBG 159,008 39,752 198,760 2023
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 218,193
23 US 52, Des # 1701596 & Contract # B-40579 (Lead Des # 1601083)
Over Indian Creek PE
Bridge Replacement RW
P.M.: Bridge Condition CN STBG 1,628,597 407,149 2,035,746 2022
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 2,350,730
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Table 6: Funded Indiana Department of Transportation Projects, continued

Project Ph Fund Federal State Total Anticipated
Location & Description Code Funds Funds Cost Year
24 US 52, Des # 1900666 & Contact # B-42038 (Lead Des # 1900666)
0.08 mi S of SR 26 PE
Bridge Thin Deck Overlay RW
P.M.: Bridge Condition CN STBG 237,543 59,386 296,929 2022
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 303,679
25 US 52, Des # 1902679 & Contract # B-42602 (Lead Des # 1902679)
CR 450S, CR 800S, SR 28 (SB/NB) PE
Various Intersections Aux. Lanes RW
P.M.: System Performance CN HSIP 2,479,442 275,493 2,754,935 2023
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 2,350,730
26 US 52, Des # 2000103 & Contract # B-42941 (Lead Des # 2000103)
Bridge over Little Pine Creek PE STBG 4,000 1,000 5,000 2022
Scout Protection (Erosion) RW
P.M.: Safety CN STBG 94,674 23,669 118,343 2023
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 153,943
27 US 52, Des # 2002033 & Contract # B-43441 (Lead Des # 2002033)
Bridge over NS Railroad PE STBG 88,000 22,000 110,000 2022
Bridge Deck Overlay RW STBG 16,000 4,000 20,000 2023
P.M.: Bridge Condition UT/RR STBG 64,000 16,000 80,000 2023
CN STBG 966,092 214,687 1,180,779 2025
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 1,318,436
28 US 52, Des # 2002042 & Contract # B-43441 (Lead Des # 2002042)
Bridge over Gaylord Branch PE STBG 80,000 20,000 100,000 2022
Replace Superstructure RW STBG 16,000 4,000 20,000 2023
P.M.: Bridge Condition UT/RR STBG 40,000 10,000 50,000 2023
CN STBG 815,626 203,907 1,019,533 2025
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 1,189,533
29 US 52, Des # 2002143 & Contract # B-43450 (Lead Des # 2002143)
WB Bridge over Wabash River PE
Bridge Thin Deck Overlay RW
P.M.: Bridge Condition CN STBG 1,159,885 289,971 1,449,856 2025
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 1,449,856
30 US 52, Des # 2002144 & Contract # B-43450 (Lead Des # 2002143)
EB Bridge over Wabash River PE
Bridge Thin Deck Overlay RW
P.M.: Bridge Condition CN STBG 1,159,885 289,971 1,449,856 2025
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 1,449,856
31 US 52, Des # 2002394 & Contract # T-42602 (Lead Des # 1902679)
CR 400S to CR 700S (Clinton Co) PE STBG 4,000 1,000 5,000 2023
Auxiliary Lanes RW
P.M.: System Performance CN STBG 1,380,688 345,172 1,725,860 2026
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 1,735,860
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Table 6: Funded Indiana Department of Transportation Projects, continued

Project Ph Fund Federal State Total Anticipated
Location & Description Code Funds Funds Cost Year
32 US 52, Des # 2100144 & Contract # T-43668 (Lead Des # 2100144)
At SR 28 east junction PE STBG 60,000 15,000 75,000 2022
New Signal Installation RW
P.M.: Safety CN STBG 126,002 31,500 157,502 2023
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 232,502
33 US 52, Des # 2101208 & Contract # R-44070
0.8 miN SR 47 t0 3.44 mi S SR 38 PE
Pavement Patching RW
P.M.: Pavement Condition CN STBG 2,196,480 549,120 2,745,600 2023
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 2,745,600
34 US 52, Des # 2101617 & Contract # R-44116 (Lead Des # 2101617)
1.74 miles east of US 52/231 PE STBG 114,240 28,560 142,800 2022
Small Structures & Drain CN RW
P.M.: Bridge Condition CN STBG 410,336 100,334 510,670 2024
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 653,470
35 US 52, Des # 2200795 & Contract # T-44382
From SR 352 to US 231 W Junction  PE STBG 900,000 100,000 1,000,000 2023
HMA Overlay Minor Structural RW STBG 240,000 60,000 300,000 2026
P.M.: Pavement Condition CN STBG 120,000 30,000 150,000 2026
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 29,328,085
36 US 52, Des # 2200993 & Contract # B-44428
WB bridge over Wabash River PE STBG 40,000 10,000 50,000 2023
Superstructure Repair/Rehab RW
P.M.: Bridge Condition CN STBG 242,130 60,532 302,662 2024
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 352,662
37 US 231, Des # 1700190 & Contract # R-41623 (Lead Des # 1700190)
N of I-74 to 2.87 Mi N of SR 28 PE
Aucxiliary Passing Lanes RW STBG 160,000 40,000 200,000 2022
P.M.: System Performance CNR STBG 40,000 10,000 50,000 2022
uT STBG 200,000 50,000 250,000 2023
CN STBG 7,095,932 1,773,983 8,869,915 2023
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 653,470
38 US 231, Des # 2000117 & Contract # B42925 (Lead Des # 2000117)
Bridge over Little Pine Creek PE
Bridge Thin Deck Overlay RW
P.M.: Bridge Condition CN STBG 77,495 19,374 96,869 2023
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 127,819
39 US 231, Des # 2000126 & Contract # B-42925 (Lead Des # 2000117)
Bridge over OO0Nea PE
Bridge Thin Deck Overlay RW
P.M.: Bridge Condition CN STBG 103,326 25,832 129,158 2023
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 134,158
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Table6: Funded Indiana Department of Transportation Projects, continued

Project Ph Fund Federal State Total Anticipated
Location & Description Code Funds Funds Cost Year
40 US 231, Des # 2000867 & Contract # R-41623 (Lead Des # 1700190)
4.27 t0 0.66 mi S of SR 28 PE
HMA Overlay RW
P.M.: Pavement Condition CN STBG 360,365 90,091 450,456 2023
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 457,056
41 SR 225, Des # 1800149 & Contract # B-41585 (Lead Des # 1800149)
0.1 mi N of SR 25 PE
Small Structure Replacement RW
P.M.: Bridge Condition CN STBG 143,079 35,770 178,849 2023
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 379,839
42 SR 225, Des # 2002077 & Contract B-43431 (Lead Des # 2002077)
0.6 mi N of SR 25 PE STBG 400,000 100,000 500,000 2022
Truss Rehabilitation or Repair RW STBG 32,000 8,000 40,000 2023
P.M.: Bridge Condition CN STBG 3,995,052 998,763 4,993,815 2025
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 5,523,870
43 1-65, Des # 1601088 & Contract R-42909 (Lead Des # 2001172)
SR 43 NB Bridge PE
Bridge Deck Replacement/Widening RW
P.M.: Bridge Condition CN NHPP 2,889,000 321,000 3,210,000 2022
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 3,492,145
44 1-65, Des # 1601090 & Contract # R-42909 (Lead Des # 2001172)
SR 43 SB Bridge PE
Bridge Deck Replacement/Widening RW
P.M.: Bridge Condition CN NHPP 2,425,500 269,500 2,695,000 2022
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 2,695,000
45 1-65, Des # 1900647 & Contract # R-42039 (Lead Des # 1900647)
At SR 38 Interchange PE
Concrete Pavement Restoration RW
P.M.: Pavement Condition CN NHPP 2,880,572 320,063 3,200,635 2023
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 3,215,904
46 1-65, Des # 1902678 & Contract T-43656
CR 100W to US 24 PE HSIP 73,890 8,210 82,100 2022
Plant & Shrub Windbreak RW
P.M.: Safety CN HSIP 1,030,849 114,539 1,145,388 2024
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 1,392,060
47 1-65, Des # 2001172 & Contract # R-42909 (Lead Des # 2001172)
N of Wabash R.t0o 0.8 mi N of SR 43 PE
Added Travel Lanes RW
P.M.: Pavement Condition CN NHPP 24,468,855 2,718,862 27,187,617 2022
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 32,884,097
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Table 6: Funded Indiana Department of Transportation Projects, continued

Project Ph Fund Federal State Total Anticipated
Location & Description Code Funds Funds Cost Year
48 1-65, Des # 2001743 & Contract # B-43441 (Lead Des # 2002033)
SB Bridge over NS Railroad PE NHPP 81,000 9,000 90,000 2022
Bridge Deck Overlay UT/RR NHPP 90,000 10,000 100,000 2023
P.M.: Bridge Condition CN NHPP 827,339 91,926 919,265 2025
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 1,109,265
49 1-65, Des # 2001932 & Contract # B-43447 (Lead Des # 2002033)
CR 680S over Ditch PE NHPP 4,500 500 5,000 2022
Small Structure Pipe Lining RW NHPP 27,000 3,000 30,000 2024
P.M.: Safety CN NHPP 501,012 55,668 556,680 2025
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 700,680
50 |-65, Des # 2002107 & Contract # B-43441 (Lead Des # 2002033)
NB Bridge over NS Railroad PE NHPP 81,000 9,000 90,000 2022
Bridge Deck Overlay UT/RR NHPP 90,000 10,000 100,000 2023
P.M.: Bridge Condition CN NHPP 821,179 91,242 912,421 2025
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 1,102,421
51 |-65, Des # 2002108 & Contract # B-43441 (Lead Des # 2002033)
NB Bridge over SR 38 PE NHPP 94,500 10,500 105,000 2022
Bridge Deck Overlay RW
P.M.: Bridge Condition CN NHPP 941,940 104,660 1,046,600 2025
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 1,151,600
52 1-65, Des # 2002109 & Contract # B-43441 (Lead Des # 2002033)
SB Bridge over SR 38 PE NHPP 108,000 12,000 120,000 2022
Bridge Deck Overlay RwW
P.M.: Bridge Condition CN NHPP 941,940 104,660 1,046,600 2025
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 1,166,600
53 |-65, Des # 2002110 & Contract # B-43441 (Lead Des # 2002033)
NB Bridge over SR 26 PE NHPP 108,000 12,000 120,000 2022
Bridge Deck Overlay RwW
P.M.: Bridge Condition CN NHPP 321,199 35,689 356,888 2025
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 396,888
54 1-65, Des # 2002111 & Contract # B-43441 (Lead Des # 2002033)
SB Bridge over SR 26 PE NHPP 36,000 4,000 40,000 2022
Bridge Deck Overlay RW
P.M.: Bridge Condition CN NHPP 321,199 35,689 356,888 2025
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 396,888
55 1-65, Des # 2002112 & Contract # B-43441 (Lead Des # 2002033)
NB Bridge over Wildcat Creek PE NHPP 54,000 6,000 60,000 2022
Bridge Thin Deck Overlay RW
P.M.: Bridge Condition CN NHPP 501,873 55,764 557,637 2025

Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022)
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Table 6: Funded Indiana Department of Transportation Projects, continued

Project Ph Fund Federal State Total Anticipated
Location & Description Code Funds Funds Cost Year
56 1-65, Des # 2002113 & Contract # B-43441 (Lead Des # 2002033)
SB Bridge over Wildcat Creek PE NHPP 49,500 5,500 55,000 2022
Bridge Thin Deck Overlay RW
P.M.: Bridge Condition CN NHPP 501,873 55,764 557,637 2025
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 612,637
57 1-65, Des # 2002114 & Contract # B-42909 (Lead Des # 2001172)
NB Bridge over CSX, N 9t Burnett PE
Bridge Deck Replacement UT/RR NHPP 27,000 3,000 30,000 2022
P.M.: Bridge Condition CN NHPP 3,419,714 379,968 3,799,682 2022
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 180,000
58 |-65, Des # 2002115 & Contract # R-42909 (Lead Des # 2001172)
SB Bridge over CSX, N 9t Burnett PE
Bridge Deck Replacement UT/RR NHPP 135,000 15,000 150,000 2022
P.M.: Bridge Condition CN NHPP 1,690,662 187,851 1,878,513 2022
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 2,028,513
59 |-65, Des # 2002116 & Contract # R-42909 (Lead Des # 2001172)
NB Bridge over Prophets Rock PE
Bridge Deck Replacement RW
P.M.: Bridge Condition CN NHPP 1,449,139 161,015 1,610,154 2022
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 1,610,154
60 1-65, Des # 2002117 & Contract # R-42909 (Lead Des # 2001172)
SB bridge over Prophets Rock PE
Bridge Deck Replacement RW
P.M.: Bridge Condition CN NHPP 1,449,139 161,015 1,610,154 2022
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 1,610,154
61 |-65, Des # 2002364 & Contract # R-42909 (Lead Des # 2001172)
CR 725N bridge over I-65 PE
Bridge Deck Replacement RW
P.M.: Bridge Condition CN NHPP 1,457,023 364,256 1,821,279 2022
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 1,821,279
62 1-65, Des # 2100049 & Contract # R-42909 (Lead Des # 2001172)
0.8t0 2.43 mi N of SR 43 PE
Added Travel Lanes RW
P.M.: Pavement Condition CN NHPP 34,931,145 3,881,238 38,812,383 2022
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 38,812,383
63 1-65, Des # 2100678 & Contract # B-43680 (Lead Des # 2100720)
CR 900E bridge over 1-65 PE NHPP 45,000 5,000 50,000 2022
Bridge Thin Deck Overlay CN NHPP 167,310 18,590 185,900 2026
P.M.: Bridge Condition
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 235,000
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Table 6: Funded Indiana Department of Transportation Projemstinued

Project Ph Fund Federal State Total Anticipated
Location & Description Code Funds Funds Cost Year
64 1-65, Des # 2100719 & Contract # B-43680 (Lead Des # 2100720)
Swisher Road bridge over |-65 PE NHPP 45,000 5,000 50,000 2022
Bridge Thin Deck Overlay CN NHPP 224,730 24,970 249,700 2026
P.M.: Bridge Condition
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 299,700
65 1-65, Des # 2100720 & Contract# B-43680 (Lead Des # 2100720)
CR 600N bridge over 1-65 PE NHPP 37,800 4,200 42,000 2022
Bridge Thin Deck Overlay CN NHPP 274,230 30,470 304,700 2026
P.M.: Bridge Condition
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 291,700
66 1-65, Des # 2101013 & Contract # B-43828 (Lead Des # 2101017)
CR 500W bridge over I-65 PE NHPP 16,000 4,000 20,000 2022
Repair or Replace Joints RW
P.M.: Bridge Condition CN NHPP 55,104 13,776 68,880 2023
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 88,880
67 1-65, Des # 2101091 & Contract # B-43680 (Lead Des # 2100720)
East County Line Road over 1-65 PE NHPP 45,000 5,000 50,000 2022
Bridge Thin Deck Overlay CN NHPP 146,700 16,300 163,000 2026
P.M.: Bridge Condition
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 213,000
68 1-65, Des # 2101208 & Contract # R-44070 (Lead Des # 2101208)
North of SR 47 to south of SR 38 PE INDOT 0 274,560 274,560 2022
Pavement Patching CN INDOT 0 2,745,600 2,745,600 2022
P.M.: Pavement Condition
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 3,020,160
69 Statewide, Des # 1802826
On-Call Consultant Review PE STBG 2,400,000 600,000 3,000,000 2022
P.M.: Safety PE STBG 2,400,000 600,000 3,000,000 2023
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 12,700,000
70 Districtwide, Des # 2001146 & Contract # T-43606 (Lead Des # 2001146)
US 52 & Brady Lane PE STBG 272,160 68,040 340,200 2022
Traffic Signal Modernization RW
P.M.: Safety CN STBG 1,364,260 341,064 1,705,321 2023
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 2,049,821
71 Districtwide, Des # 2001644 & Contract # B-43121 (Lead Des # 2001644)
Bridge Maintenance PE
P.M.: Bridge Condition RwW
CN STBG 800,000 200,000 1,000,000 2022
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 1,000,000
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Table 6: Funded Indiana Department dfansportation Projects, continued

Project Ph Fund Federal State Total Anticipated
Location & Description Code Funds Funds Cost Year
72 Districtwide, Des # 2002396 & Contract # T-43377 (Lead Des # 2002396)
Centerline & Edge Line PE HSIP 9,000 1,000 10,000 2022
Rumble Strips RW
P.M.: Safety CN HSIP 184,277 20,475 204,752 2022
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 214,752
73 Districtwide, Des # 2002493 & Contract #T-43395 (Lead Des # 2002493)
At Various Interchanges PE
ITS Program Equipment RW
P.M.: Safety CN HSIP 1,828,402 203,156 2,031,558 2022
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 2,031,558
74 Greater Lafayette Northern PE NHPP 80,000 20,000 100,000 2022
Connectivity Study
Des # 2001532
P.M.: Safety
Total Cost (includes costs prior to SFY 2022) 230,500
Total 144,405,593 26,625,747 171,031,340
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Figure 3 Location ofFundedINDOTProjects
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40 69: Statewide, On-Call Consultant Review

707 Districtwide ) Traffic Signal Modernization
71: Districtwide Bridge Maintenance
72 DistrictwideYCenterline & Edge Line
73:ITS Program Equipment

74 Greater Lafayette Northern Connectivity Study
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Table 7: UnfundedINDOT Project®ecommended by MP@or Informational
urposes Only

Project Project Location & Description Project Status
1 SR 38 Sidewalk Construction, Sagamore Parkway to Park East Blvd
2 Special US 52 Rural to Urban Design, Klondike Rd to Morehouse Rd
3 Special US 52 Rural to Urban Design, Morehouse Rd to Yeager Rd
4 Special US 52 Per US 52 Corridor Study, Yeager Rd to Nighthawk Dr

5 US 231 Connector New Road Construction, US 52 to I-65
6 1-65 Six Lane Widening, E. County Line to SR 38

7 1-65 Six Lane Widening, North of SR 43 to Proposed US 231
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Figure 4 Location ofUnfundedand RecommendetNDOTProjects
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Financial Summary and Plan

All Transportation Improvement Prograresrequiredto be financially constrained (project
costannotexceed expected revenueYhusa community cawotprogram morehan it is
allocated A financialplan is required and it mus demonstrate how projects are
implemerad withinbudget andidentifiesresources from both public and private sources
that are reasonably expected toe available to carry out the plan

Available funding limits are provided by INDOT ftbree types ofederal funds within the

urban area. SBG Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) Bmghsportation
Alternatives (TA are allocated to anddistributedthrough theMPO. Ral safetyand SBG

funds for uralareascompete against other projects throughouttsiictor stateand are

t hus shown on the oO0information onlyi& | i st
based on both present and past year funding levels; the saimgei for airport projects.

Living within the budget means that project request are capped at the requested amount.
If a project needs additional federal funding, the TIP can either be amended (if there are
still federal funds available), unused funds from another progecbe transferrear the
jurisdictiortanmake up the difference with local funds. The costssrevestimated for

the year the project phase is implemented or started.

STBG, Areas with Population®ver 50K to 200K Funds

Surface Transportation Block Group Funds are intended to be used for projects within the
Urbanized AreaHoweverthe MPO has the flexibility to speridese fundghroughout the
County.SIBGfunds can be used by local governméaitsll phases of a project, including
engineeringrightof-way and construction

Baseal on information from INDOWe have been directetb useanestimatedSTBGunding
allocation 0f$4,133,417 for FY 202, $4,610,235 for FY 2023and $4,077,538 for all
future programyears of this TIP.Detailed information can be found Appendix 3. It
should be noted thavhen more accurate funding estimates are relegsexgecs may
experience a shift in schedule

On April 25, 2019, a Memorandum of UnderstandM@U) was signed between the Area
Plan Commission and the Evansville MPO. The MOU involved trading $&16id F
2019 federal funds from the Area Pl&@ommissitn exchange for theame amouritom
theEvansville MP@ FY 2025

The Technical Transportation Committee reviewed and financially constrairigelAthe
project requests odanuary20, 2021, on April 21, 2025nd on July 14, 2022 Over 23
milliondollars in STBG funds were requesteddightprojects. Tables8 throughl2 show

those projects that were chosen along with the amount of federal funds allocated to each
project. Each table shows a zero balameSTBGunds demonstrating that this TIP is

fiscally constrainedThis TIP comgdwi t h | NDOT6s and FHWAGs pol
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Title IV on the Coronavirus Response and Relief SuppleAprtgbriationsAct (CRRSAA)
provided additional funding for highway infrastructure jeais.These fundaentdirectly

to larger MPOs. For smaller MPlixe APCTC, INDQjBve them STBG fundd.his MPO
received $462,317and these funds must be obligated before September 30, 2G4t

of these funds, $187,000are to be obligated with the Sagamore Trail Project for
preliminaryengineeringand constructionOn March 17, 2021and April 21, 2021,the
Technical Transportation Committee reviewed the draft federal funding allocation and
allocated thebalance of theseunds $275,317, to the Soldiers Home Road project
preliminary engineering phase

Table8: SBGFunding,Fiscal Year 202

. STBG
Project Phase Des# Allocation
STBG Funds 4,133,417

Flexed Part of HSIP Fur 20,774
Total 4,154,191
Sagamore Parkway Trail PE 1401287 17,087
Sagamore Parkway Trail CN 1401287 2,986,113
Sagamore Pkwy Trail (Flex CN 1401287 20,774
Morehouse Road RW 1401280 1,012,784
Soldiers Home Road Ph 1 PE 1401291 399,409
Lindberg Road CN 1173627 35,023
Total 4,154,191
Balance 0
Table9: SBGFunding,Fiscal Year 2@3

. STBG
Project Phase Des# Allocation
STBG Funds 4610,235

Borrowed from FY 202 1,216,633
Total 5,826,868
McCutcheon Ped Safety CN 1601028 133,287

Yeager Road CN 1401281 5,251,704
Soldiers Home Road Ph 1 PE 1401291 168,140
NIRPC Repayment 303,737
Total 5,826,868

Balance 0

Table10: SBGFunding,Fiscal Year 204
. STBG

Project Phase Des # Allocation
STBG Funds 4,077,538

Traded to FY 202: 1,548,069

Traded to FY 202: 755,844

Total 2,529,469

Morehouse Road CN 1401280 1,773,625
Total 1,773,625

Balance 0
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Table11: SBGFunding,Fiscal Year 203

. STBG
Project Phase Des # Allocation
STBG Funds 4,077,538

From Evansville Tra 616,477
Flexed Part of HSIP Fur 231,042
Borrowed from FY 202 755,844
Total 5,680,901
Morehouse Road CN 1401280 4,885,057
Soldiers Home Road Ph  RW 1401291 795,879
Total 4,925,057
Balance 0
Table12: SBGFunding,Fiscal Year 208, Informational Purposes Only

. STBG
Project Phase Des # Allocation
STBG Funds 4,077,538

Flexed Part of HSIP Fur 4,013

Total 4,081,551

South 9 Street CN 1900482 4,081,551
Total 4,081,551

Balance 0

In order to construct the Yeager Road project in FY 2023, the Area Plan Commission will
need to trade FY 2024 STBG with another MPO. A similar trade has been done with the

Evansville MPO as showd able 11

Non-MotorizedProjectldentificationand Summary

In June of 2012, the Area Plan Commission adopte@@46 MTP It recommends that

10% of t hi s

communityaos

Sur face

Transport

motorized projectthat are not part of a larger road projectThe policy was affirmed in

the 2045 MTP Examples of those projects include the construction of trails and sidepaths.
This TIP continues that policy. Ten percent of®@@fB8s equates to4d.3,341(FY 2022)

and $407,653 (FY 2023026) per year. Table13 shows the amounts allocated to road
projects and to nemotorized projectwith updated allocations

Table13: SBGFunding for Road and No#Motorized Projects

Fiscal Year STP Funds Bike & Ped
2022 4,133,417 413,341
2023 4,610,235 461,024
2024 4,077,538 407,753
2025 4,077,538 407,753
2026 4,077,538 407,753
Total 20,976,266 2,097,624
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The STBG financially constrained tablEsbles 8-12) includeone independent nen
motorized projects that use our STBG fumt$ involves constructing a trail in West
Lafayette (Sagamore Parkway Traillable 14summarizes the namotorized project and

it shows that we have allocated $3,003,200 in STBG funds femigmmized projects over
the five years

Based on our annual allocation from F22€hrough FY 202, our fve years cumulative
allocation equates to20,976,266. Ten percent that amount B,87,624. Comparing
the ten percent target amount to the amount allocated, we éeseededour target by
$904,576. This equates tb4.3% of our five-year allocation. This TIP exceeds the goal
established in the 2040 Metropolitan Transportation Plan.

Table14: Non-Motorized ProjectsFiscal Years 2022 - 2026

Project Phase Des # STBG  Fiscal Yeal
Allocation

SBGFunds
Sagamore Parkway Trail CN 1401287 3,003,200 2022

It shouldhlsobe noted thatall of the otherprojects that hawvallocated SBGfederal funds
will contain a sidewalk or trail component.

On February 3and April 14, 2022, INDOT notified the APC that the MPO is receiving an
estimated $1337,776 in Federal funds to use on transportation projects. This is from the
recently approved Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act. The additionalahends
allocated to the construction phase of the Sagamore Parkway Trail m@ogecightof-

way for the Morehouse Road project

In order to fully fund the federal portion of thenstruction phase of the Sagamore Parkway
Trail project, a funding trade was made with the NIRPC MPO. They will let us borrow FY
2022 Federal funds in the amount of $303,737which will be paid back in FY 2023.

STBG, Areas with Populations under 5K Funds

SBGfundsfor rural areaare available to counties for eligible improvenstatural roads.
LPAs seeking these funds compete against
approval is based on sevarfactors: how close the project is to construction, the ability of
the LPA to match federal funds, and how well the project is moving througifi-wight
acquisition.There arefour County bridgeprojectsthat willutiliz these fundsThe bridge
projects are on Lilly Road over the Wea Creek and Branch of the Wea Creek, the Old US
231 bridge over the Wea Creek and the North Street bridge over the Wabash River.
Tippecanoe County applied for these funds for a road and sidewallegirdNorth @

Street Road fromorth of Sagamore Parkway to just north of Burnett RB&OOT did not
award any federal funds to this project.
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Highway Safety Improvement Program Fuds

Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) funds are for safetyed projects.
These funds typically pay f80% of thetotal project cost. There are certain project types
where these funds will pay for thetal projectcost. Except for low cosiuntermeasure
projects, all projectsiustdocument andorrecta hazardous road locatioinrough a crash
analysis or safety audit. Applications for funding are reviewed and approved by the TTC
and then by an INDOT/FHWA safety committee. These fund®aged for preliminary
engineering, righof-way and construction.

Based on current information from INDOT, we have been directedao estenated HSIP
funding allocation of $95,946 for FY 202, $734,911 for FY 2023and $587,045 for
future progranyearsof this TIP Detailed information can be foundAppendix 3. Unlike
STBGthe MPOcantransfer up tadb0% ($297,973/$293,522) of its HSIP funds to B&
funds. tishould be notethat when more accurate funding estimates are relegsegecs
could shift and either start earlier or later.

Another funding source for safety projedsSection 164 Penalty funds. The U.S.
Department of Transportation encourages Staieenact and enforcéaws targeting
repeatedly intoxicated drivers. Since the State of Indiana has not enacted certain laws
towardthisa por ti on oBGfunhdbs are transfartec amd carSomly be used for
safety related projectand cannot be @xed to STBG fund©ur FY 2@2 Penaly funding
allocation is $5%2,011. OurFY 2023amount is $175,517 and remaining yedhnsough

FY 2026 is $150,525.These funds cannot be flexed to STBG funds.

Combining our HSIP allocation &elction 164 enalty funds, we have7®87,957 (FY
2022), $910,428 for FY 2023and $737,570 (FY 202-2026) to allocate toward safety
projects.

Similar to the trading of STBG funds with the Evansville MPO, we hatraddsisafety

funds with the Northwestern Indiana Regional Planning Commission (NIRPC). On January 5
2021, a Memorandum of Understanding, MOU, was signed between the Area Plan
Commission and NIRPC. The MOU involved trading $1,454,36Q02F ¥nd FY 2024

federal funds from the Area Plan Commission in exchange of the same amount from the
NIRPC in FY 2021.

The project chosen to recelWksHunding vas derived from the FY ZD-2024 TIP, road
safety audits, and/or needs analysid.ables 15throughl9 show the project thatas
chosen along with the amount of federal fundilh@lso shows the trading of fedéfunds
with NIRPC and flexing a small portion to STBG funds.

Table15: HSIP FundingFiscal Year 202

, HSIP
Project Phase Des # Allocation
HSIP Funds 747,957
Trade to NIRPC 727,183
Flexed STBG Funds 20,774

Total 747,957
Balance 0
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Tablel6: HSIP Fundingfriscal Year 203

: HSIP
Project Phase Des # Allocation
HSIP Funds 910,428

McCutcheon Ped Safety CN 1601028 910,428

Total 910,428
Balance 0

Tablel7: HSIP Fundingriscal Year 204

Project Phase Des # HSIP
Allocation

HSIP Funds 737,570

Trade to NIRPC 727,183

Total 727,183
Balance 10,387

Tablel8: HSIPFunding,Fiscal Year 203

Project Phase Des # HSIP
Allocation

HSIP Funds 737,570

Flexed STBG Funds 231,042

Total 231,042
Balance 506,528

Table19: HSIPFunding,Fiscal Year 208, Informational Purposes Only

Project Phase Des # HSIP
Allocation
HSIP Funds 737,570
Flexed STBG Funds 4,013
Total 4,013

Balance 733,557

The Technical Transportation Committee reviewed and financially constrained the LPA
project requests adanuary 20 2021. The McCutcheon Ped Safety project is the only one
that requested safety fund§.ables 15throughl9 show the project that was chosen along

with the amount of federal funds allocated. It also shows the funding trade with NIRPC.
Each table where funds lebeen allocated showsithera zero or positivebalance

demonstrating that this TIP is fiscally constraindtiis TIRompliesvi t h

FHWAGOGSs

.policies
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Transportation Alternatives Set Aside Funds

Providing federal funds toonstruct facilities for nomotorizedtraffic has been part of
national funding since thederal governmemtassed thentermodal Surface Transportation
Efficiency Act(ISTEAIn 1991. The ultimate goal is to help communities praid
transportation choices.

TheFASTprovides fundingfor a variety of normotorized projects throug@hansportation
Alternatives(TA funding,which isfunding set aside from the STBG program Prgects
previouslyprogrammedn the Moving Ahead for Progress in thes@entury Ac(MAP21)

under Transportation Enhancements, Recreationalandgsfe Rowds to School are now
combined into this prograntligible actitiesinclude ofroad and offtroad trail facilities

for pedestrians, bicyclists and other 4mootorized forms of transportationcluding
sidewalks, bicycle infrastructure, pedestrian and bicycle signals, traffic calming techniques,
lighting and other safety tated infrastructure,sawell agransportation projesto achieve
compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Pgtthermore, projects involving the
removal of outdoor advertising, preservation and rehabilitation of historic transportation
facilies, and projects under the recreational trails and safe routes to school programs are
eligible.

Based on current information from INDOT, we have been directed &m estmate
$247,662 in TAfundingfor FY 202, $512,504 in FY 2023and $230,995 for all future
programyearsof this TIP Detailed information can be foundAppendix 3. It should be
noted that there is a possibility projects could shift and either start earlier or later when
more accurate estimates are released. HEP funds, the MPO can transfer up to 50%
of its funds to STBG projects.

Theprojectschoserare selectedfrom the FY 2P0-2024 TIPor the 2045 Metropolitan
Transportation PlanAll of the projects will include sidewalls conjunction with road
improvemenproject. Tables20 through24 show theallocation of TA funds overfive-
year period.

Table20: TA Funding,Fiscal Year 202

: TA
Project Phase Des# Allocation
TA Funds 247,662
Morehouse Road RW 1401280 214,328

Soldiers Home Road Ph1 PE 1401291 33,334
Total 247,662

Balance 0
Table21: TA FundingFiscal Year 2@3
: TA
Project Phase Des# Allocation
TA Funds 512,504
Yeager Road CN 1401281 512,504

Total 512,504
Balance 0
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Table 22: TA Funding,Fiscal Year 204

. TA
Project Phase Des# Allocation
TA Funds 230,995
Morehouse Road CN 1401280 230,995
Total 0

Balance 230,995

Table23: TA Funding,Fiscal Year 203

) TA

Project Phase Des# Allocation
TA Funds 230,995
Morehouse Road CN 1401280 214,328

Soldiers Home Road Ph1 RW 1401291 16,667

Total 230,995
Balance 0

Table24: TA Funding,Fiscal Year 208, Informational Purposes Only

Project Phase Des # TA
Allocation
TA Funds 230,995
South 9 Street CN 1900482 230,995
Total 230,995
Balance 0

The Technical Transportation Committee reviewed and financially constrained the LPA
project requests odanuary20, 2021. The projects chosen include a trail and sidewalk
component.Tables @ through24 show those projects that were chosen along with the
amount of federal funds allocated to each proje&iach tablewhere funds have been
allocatedshows a zero balancdemonstrating that this TIP is fiscally constraifiéus TIP
compliesvi t h | N®OOFB¥WA&as policies

Carbon Reduction Funds

These are neWwederal funds from the Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act. The FY 2023
funds, $111,792, were allocated to the Yeager Road project on July 14, 2022.

Rail-Highway Crossing Funds

These special funds improve railroad crossing safety. Unlike other federal funds, local
agencies cannot request these funds. Projects are dho#dDOTbased on Federal
Railroad Administration index ratings and benefit to cost anaRgectshaving the
highest ratings and the best benefit to cost ratio are chosen.

At this time there are no projects in Tippecanoe County that will be using these funds
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Transit & Airport Funding

Funding projections for transit projects, both operatingcapdal projects are based on
current and previous year funding levelsdefailed analysis of the financial condition and
capability of CityBuss foundin Section10, Analysis of Financial Capacity: CityBus.

The Federal Aviation Administrationssiaits for its funding categories. Funding for airport
projects, both capital and operating, will remain at current levels.

Local Funding Sources

The projects listed rable4 showthata variety of local fundingourcesvill be used in FY
2022 through FY 226. A summary of these souraes amounts shown ifTable25 and

26. The City of Lafayette anticipates usuagious local fundsr its projectsTax Increment
FinancingTIF)Economic Development Income(E&XT)Motor Vehicle Highway Account
(MVHA), Local Road and Street (LR&S) and Local Highway Option Income Tax (lidOIT).
City of WestLafayette anticipates usinfpx Increment Financing (&l Motor Vehicle
Highway Account Funds (MVHA)he Couny anticipates using Economic Development
Income Tax (EDIIpcal Road and Street Furfdi®&Sand Motor Vehicle Highway Account
funds (MVHA)Cumulative Bridge funds (CBF) will be used for all bridge projects.

Table 25: Source of Local Funds feunded Local Projects

Project Anticipated Local funds

South 9 Street TIF, EDIT, MVH, LR&S & LHOIT
Park East Boulevaigitension TIF

South Street TIF & EDIT

Sagamore Parkway Trail TIF

Soldiers Home Road Ph1  MVHA

Cherry Lane Ext. Ph 2 TIF

Cumberland Avenue Ph 4 TIF
McCutcheon Ped Safety LR&S, EDIT & MXH

Morehouse Road LR&S & MVA
Yeager Road LR&S & MVAN
N. 9h Street Trail LR&S, EDIT & MXH

Table 26: Amount of Local Funds for Funded Local Projects

Jurisdiction FY 202 FY 203 FY2024 FY 205 FY 205
Lafayette 0 2,200,000 | 10,000,000 950,000 8,843,137
West Lafayette 4,844,958 42,035 0 203,137 4,050,000

Tippecanoe County 1,020,527 1,818,028 1,045,149 3,020,649 1,499,684

CityBus 13,143,576 | 13,297,238 | 13,714,497 | 14,140,926 | 14,581,000




INDOT Funding

INDOT uses a variety of federal and state funds for its road and bridge prograatde
27 summarizes that information by source and year. INDOT is responsible for fiscally
constraining its project list

Table27: INDOT ProjecExpenditures by Fund and Year

FY 2@2
Funding Type Federal State Total
STBG 21,357,963 5,339,490 26,697,453
NHPP 75,227,477 8,574,305 83,801,782
HSIP 2,095,569 232,841 2,328,410
ind 0 3,020,160 3,020,160
Total 98,681,009 17,166,796 115,847,805
FY 2@3
Fundingl'ype Federal State Total
STBG 17,384,464 4,221,117 21,605,582
NHPP 3,142,676 356,839 3,499,515
HSIP 2,479,442 275,493 2,754,935
Total 23,006,582 4,853,449 27,860,031
FY 24
Fundinglype Federal State Total
STBG 5,297,171 1,322,043 6,619,214
NHPP 0 0 0
Other 1,030,849 114,539 1,145,388
Total 6,328,020 1,436,582 7,764,602
FY 2®5
Funding Type Federal State Total
STBG 8,096,540 1,997,299 10,093,839
NHPP 5,679,554 631,062 6,310,616
Other 0 0 0
Total 13,776,094 2,628,361 16,404,455
FY 2026
Funding Type Federal State Total
STBG 1,860,688 465,172 2,325,860
NHPP 812,970 90,330 903,300
Other 0 0 0
Total 2,673,658 555,502 3,229,160
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City and County Operations & Maintenance Financial Analysis

According tatheguidance issued by the Federal Highway Administratiofindrecial plan

shall contain systeievel estimates of costs and revenue sources that are reasonably
expected to be available to adequately operate and maintain fedeaa highways. TIPs

are required to examine previoug e a pperéating and maintenancexgenses and
revenuesand then estimate whether tbevill be sufficient funds to maintain the federal

aid highway system for the nexvd years.

Both cities and the county have provided financial information from their Annual Operational
Report forLocal Roads and Streets. This report is required under Indiana ddé. 8.

The information used in this analysis is frond 802019. Information for 2R0 is not yet
available from the local government agencies. Individual tables for each jurisdiction follow.

There arefew clear trendsamong receipts, disbursements and differentes any
jurisdiction. Receipts and disbursements fluctuate yearly. dnysars increases or
decreases were smalvhilein other years they were substantial. Overthig difference
has been positive with a few exceptions.

Comparing cash and investments at the beginning and end of the year presents a challenge
because ther are several years in which only cash was reported. Other than those years,
the end balances for all jurisdictions show no overall increasing or decreasing trends.
However, balances at the end of each year have always been positive.

Both cities and theounty anticipate receiving adequate funding to continue operating and
maintaining the federadid highways over the nexvkeyears. The three local governments
prepare budgets every year which must be approved by the state. The information in the
following exhibits is used to develop their budgets.
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Table28

City of Lafayette

Operating and Maintenance Histoy®016 - 2019

2016 2017 2018** 2019
Cash and Investments as of January 1
Balance 732,611.00 4,862,918.25* Not Shown  1,337,059.30
Annual Information
Receipts
MVH 5,142,627.00 5,010,393.89 6,498,321.04 4,374,148.85
MVHRestricted 1,444,889.58
LRS 572,208.00 726,995.82 1,005,112.73 1,051,119.86
LH 894,396.00 936,602.09 921,540.31
Other 0.00 0.00 0.00 896,839.24
Total 6,609,231.00 6,673,991.80 8,424,974.08 7,768,997.35
Disbursements
MVH 5,264,197.00 5,012,741.87 6,230,046.79 4,567,684.31
MVHRestricted 1,444,889.58
LRS 425,019.00 290,842.31 1,072,679.83 632,735.86
Cum. Bridge 801,786.00 3,528,276.83 1,770,167.56 0.00
Other 0.00 0.00 426,016.71 902,598.59
Total 6,491,002.00 8,831,861.01 9,498,910.89 7,547,908.34
Total Receipts 6,609,231.00 6,673,991.80 8,424,974.08 7,768,997.35
Total Disbursemen 6,491,002.00 8,831,861.01 9,498,910.89 7,547,908.34
Difference 118,229.00 -2,157,869.21 -1,073,936.81 219,089.19
Cash anthvestments as of December 31
Balance 850,840.00 2,705,049.04 Not Shown 1,561,907.66

*Note: The difference between the 2016 ending balance and the 2017 beginning balance,

$4,012,078, is the inclusion of the Special Local Income Tax Fund in 2017. The State of Indiana

directed the city to expend the fund balance on road projects.

*Note: Report format was updated.
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Table 29

_ City of West Lafayette
Operating and Maintenance Histoy®016 - 2019

2016 2017 2018* 2019
Cash and Investments as of January 1
Balance 2,607,382.17 3,336,607.24 4,773,193.26 6,194,32452
Annual Information
Receipts
MVH 2,021,742.14 2,130,654.17 2,585,278.52 1,628,877.45
0.00 0.00 0.00 909,143.48
LRS 323,868.21 427,395.81 585,908.07 595,833.97
Other Funds 6,588.00 314,923.73
Total 2,352,198.35 2,872,973.71 3,171,186.59 3,131,854.90
Disbursements
MVH 1,407,369.75 905,821.79 1,444,133.52 1,406,621.91
0.00 0.00 0.00 95,547.67
LRS 209,015.53 226,187.10 305,921.81 297,883.18
Other 6,588.00 0.00
Total 1,622,973.28 1,132,008.89 1,750,055.33 1,800,052.76
Total Receipts 2,352,198.35 2,872,973.71 3,171,186.59 3,131,854.90
Total Disbursements 1,622,973.28 1,132,008.89 1,750,055.33 1,800,052.76
Difference 729,225.07 1,740,964.82 1,421,131.26 1,331,802.14
Cash and Investments as of December 31
Balance 3,336,607.24 5,077,572.06 6,194,324.52 7,526,126.66

*Note: Report format was updated.
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Operating and

Table30

Tippecanoe Gunty

aintenance Historg016 - 2019

2016 2017 2018* 2019
Cash and Investments as of January 1
Balance 8,975,811.80 1,225,610.43 6,003,337.09 6,003,445.09
Annual Information
Receipts
MVHs 4,466,553.67 4,938,856.61 5,969,983.04 2,881,965.97
MVHRestricted 0.00 0.00 0.00 2,865,275.80
LRS 988,692.62 1,101,604.77 1,497,922.16 1,595,159.09
Cum. Bridge 2,808,278.99 2,816,205.54 2,801,189.52 3,305,952.80
Other 9,593,305.25 4,607,601.05 3,555,768.32
Total 17,856,830.53 13,464,267.97 13,824,863.04 10,648,353.66

Disbursements
MVH

MVHRestricted

LRS

Cum. Bridge
Other

Total

Total Receipts

3,413,114.34
0.00
939,117.06
2,869,622.17
8,415,000.62
15,636,854.19

17,856,830.53

Total Disbursement 15,636,854.19

Difference

Investments

2,219,976.34

4,370,529.32
0.00
812,395.04
2,059,532.17
5,833,212.48
13,075,669.01

13,464,267.97
13,075,669.01
388,599.96

Cash and Investments as of December 31

Balance

11,195,788.14

*Note: Report format was updated.

1,614,210.39
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4,818,470.80
0.00
1,020,854.41
1,924,596.44
3,824,298.73
11,588,220.38

13,824,863.04
11,588,220.38
2,236,642.66

8,239,979.75

2,511.088.90
2,563,293.16
1,023,534.58
2,285,812.07

8,383,728.71

10,648,353.66
8,383,728.71
2,264,624.95

8,268,070.04



Project Selection and Priorities

TheTechnical Transportation Committee reviews requests for federaridndsommends
projects to be fundedtsreview includediscussingsuegertaining to safetyinfrastructure

condition, congestion reductisystem reliability, freight movement and economic vitality
and environmental sustainabilifyhe limited amount of federal funds constrains the projects

that can be programmed.

The RAST Actequiresa planning procesthat uses a performancebased approach in the

decisiormaking process.This process uses goals, measures and data to make better

informed decisiondn how transportation funding is investefihe approach increases

accountability andransparency.lts aim is for a better performing transportation system.

Statesare required to set performance targets within one year oflt82070 final ruling
on performance measures. MPOs are then requrestablishtheir own performance
targets 180 days thereafterSpecific details of tteeperformance measurean be found
in thePerformance Measure and Target Achievement chaftee safety performance
measure is the only one applicaldeselecting and prioritizing projects for this TTRe
Area Pl an Commi ssion agreed to supR@ar:t

Comparingsafety performance targets to the anticipategad improvements, all projects
in which federal funds have been allocateil follow the latesguidelines establishad

the Indiana Design Manud\early all of the projects involve reconstructing the romith
one changing the alignment to eliminatesharp ninety degree turns.ll fe projects will
be brought up to current design standaesh&l amenities for pedestrians, bicyclists, and
transit patrons will be improved or added.

One safety project lmbeen allocated HSIP funding. A Safety Audits was conducted, and
it helped guide what improvements will be included. The project targets student safety

walking to and from McCutcheon High School and Mayflower Mill Elementary School.

TheFTAalso reqires performance measures to be usgdtransit systems and MPOs.
While there are six performance measures under the FiHW#& are only two under the
FTA Transit Asset ManagemdgitAM)and Safety Managemen&ystem (SMS) FTA
publishedits final rules forTAM on July 26, 2016and transit systems are tkevelop

performance measures ftreirrolling stock, equipment and facilities. CityBus adopted its

2019 through 2023 targets on October 3, 2018. Details of the mastmeTAM plan can
be found inthe Performance Measure and Target Achievement chapter.Safety Plan
was adoptedonJuly29, 2020.

In comparing the performance targets to the anticipated capital projects, CityBus is
exceptionally proactive in keeping the transit system in good repaiv.e t r ansi t

annual program of projects includes maintenance and vehicle replacemers.p@ijg&us

plans to replace several fixed routes buses over the next five years. Detailed project

information by calendar year can be found on pa@@sthrough 69
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The performance measuraslingl by FHWA and FTAre notthe solemeasures usduy
the committeén selecting and prioritizing local projects within this The. followng
additionalperformance measuregere used

a) Isthe project in the 2045 MTP?

b) Is the project in the 2045 MTP financialiystrained list?

c) Was the project previolysprogrammed and is it advancing?
d) How far has the project advanced?

e) Dcesthe project include sidewalks, bike lanes or trails?

f) Is the project complete street compliant?

g) Will the project bedesigned to meet ADA standards?

h) Doesthe project include access managefent

Additionally, REIhave been completed for all projects that have not begun preliminary
engineering.The aeasof potentialenvironmentaloncern were identifiefdr each poject

The process used in selecting and prioritizing the projectssii|fh followed the
methodology cited above. The Technical Transportation Committee reviewed and
prioritized projectrequest®n January20, 2021.

STBG, HSIP & TRroject Selection/Priority Review

Thefundingprioritiesin this TIP and theY 2020- 2024 TIP are nearly identicaProjects

in the previous TIP that sought federal funds for construction are on track and will receive
funding in this TIP.Projects that sougliunds for preliminary engineering and land
acquisition have advanced in this TNB.new projectaereallocatedfunds due to funding

the costruction phase of five projects.

INDOT Projects

TheTechnical Transportation Committise identified and recommended various INDOT
projects that are goriority to the community. The recommendation did not include any
maintenance project3.able31 shows theecommended projects.

Table31: RecommendedNDOT Priori Projects

State Location Description
Road
Projectsn the 2045 Metropolitafiransportation Plan

US 231 US 52 toSR 43 New Road Construction
I-65 North of SR 43 to New US 231  Six Lane Widening
I-65 SR 38 to SR 28 Six Lane Widening
Special US 52 Klondike Rd to Morehouse Rd  Rural to Urban Design
Special US 52 Morehouse Rd téeager Rd Rural to Urban Design
Special US 52 Yeager Rd to Nighthawk Dr Per US 52 Corridor Study

SR 38 Sagamore Pkwy to Park East BIv Sidewalk Construction



FederalTr ansportation Regul ations require St e
evaluatios to determine if there are reasonable alternative roads, highways and

bridges that have required repair and reconstruction activities on two or more occasions
due to emergency eventsDetails of this requirement, INDOT review and location
identificaton can be found iAppendix 17.

Complete Street Determination

The Complete Streets Policy was adopted as pathef2040 MTP Itsgoal is tocreate an
equitable, balanced and effective transportation system where every roadway user can
travel safely and comfortably, and where sustainable transportation options are available
to everyone.

When a TIP is being developetetPolicyrequireshe Technical Transportation Committee
to review project descriptions anthenmake a recommendation to the Policy Committee
whethelprojectsare compliahor exempt Alllocal projectseekingsroup Il Ederal funds

in ths TIPwere found tdoe compliant.Projects not previously reviewed weggiewed by

the Committee adanuary20, 2021 and were determined to be complianthe following
projects were reviewed:

West Lafayette Cherry Lane Extension Ph 2
Tippecanoe Countiorth 9" Street Urban Trall
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Performance Measures and Target Achievements

The FHWA and FTA issued transportation planning rules on the statewide and MPO planning
procesgo reflect the use of a performance based approach to deemsigking in support

of the national goals. These processes must document how the MPO, INDOT and transit
providers shall jointly agree to cooperatively develop and share information related to
transportation performance data, the selection of performance targets, the reporting of
performance to be used in tracking progress toward attainment of critical outcomes for the
MPO region and the collection of data for the INDOT asset management pltre for
National Highway SysterNidS.

INDOT Performance Measures

INDOT has initiatives in place that enable them to invest available funding effectively to
achieve their performance goalslhe Transportation Asset Management (PkaNP)
provides detagd information on those initiatives, associated methods for prioritizing
projects, agency goals, objectives and investment strategies, and resulting bridge and
pavement conditions based on-y€ar spending plans. INDOT also has &trategic
Highway Safe®§lanSHSP) that sets priorities for the primary sdf@tused programs and
guides the DOTs, MPOs, and other safety partners in addressing safety across the
state. The INDOT freight plan and longnge transportation plan are also used to inform

the TAMP. TheINDOT, MPO and RMRanning Roles, Responsib{itRR)and Planning
Procedures Manual (PRN&rifies roles and responsibilities for transportation planning
activitieswhichinclue the performancédased planning processe

Forprojects using Federal funding, such as National Highway Performance Program (NHPP),
National Highway Freight Program (NHFR)tface Transportation Block Grd8TBG)

funds (excluding urbanized area dedicat&thds)along with State Construction funds,
INDOT&6s Divisions of Planni ng a rdvengtoaesse wi d e
This processclues performancebased business rules to help prioritize projects for
inclusion in the recommendi@gk Year State Transportation Improvement Pr{fjTHa).

This process evaluates projects based on investment strategies and project prioritizations as
outlined inthe TAMP(August2019) and results in theslevation of projects that will
contribute toward the ac lbridgevcenditomn, tpavemneént | ND O
condition, traffic congestidravel time reliability for both passenger vehicles and highway

freight, and safety. The resulting program of projectsapproved by the Program
Management GroypMG)and | NDOTo6s executive office f
and the MPOGs TI P.

Projects specifically designed to make progress toward INDOT's bridge and pavement
condition targets are identified by N D QPav@ment and Bridge Asset Management Teams

and supportthe 4y ear goal s as des cProjdete ndedrhroblgN DOT &
HSIP are selected by N D OSafetg Asset Managem&aaimto make progress toward

| NDOTo6s safety i mpr ovement tSHIP&®ojertsselectedt@a s d e s
make progress toward meeting | NDOTds conge
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selected byl N D OVIobilgy Asset Management T.danjectsfunded through the CMAQ
program are selected by N D OMobikty Asset Management Téanmake progress
toward meeting | NDOT 8 dt steutd be soied that CMAQ turds | o n
are not used in Tippecanoe County since the county imimregnt as classified by the
Environmental Protection AgenddDOT coordinatethe performance targets with the
MPOs through monthly meetings with the MPO Council and otier atetingsThe Area

Plan Commission selected to support targets set by
INDOT. The Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) is a primary source of federal
funds for qualifying safety improvement projects. HSIP along with other funding sources
are used to implement safety improvements with the purpose to reduce roadwagy,crashe
and a corresponding reduction in fatalities and serious injuries on all public roads.

Safety

Safety performance targets are provided annuallyiIB\pOTt o F HWA . The |1 NDC
FHWA, andIndiana Criminal Justice Institute (ICJI) collabdmtestablishSafety
Performance Measures and Safety Performance Tdrge&tagust 31 submission deadline.

Rather than setting our own safety targets, the Area Plan Commission has chosen to support
the INDOT safety targets as published in their Highway Safety Improvement Program
Annual Reports. The MPO supports those targets by reviewing ananpntigg all HE

projecs with the MPO boundary that are included in the INBDTP. The APC support

letter can be found iAppendix 10.

Current safety targets are for calendar year 2021 and are based on an anticipated five
year rolling average (20172021). To suppaprogress towards approved highway safety
targets, a total of 7.5 million has been programmed in the FY 2@P26 TIP to improve
highway safety. Table 32 includes the safety performance targets and the safety
investment in the TIP.

In addition to HSIP specific projects, the TIP also includes transportation projects that are not
primarily intended to address safety deficiencies, such as congestion reduction or
operational improvements, but do address such deficiencies as partafytreproject.

These projects often contribute to a safer roadway environment, reduce fatalities or serious
injuries for all modes, as well as results in safer travel environments specifically for bicyclists
and pedestrians.

Pavement and Bridge

The paement and bridge condition performance measure are applicable to the Interstate

and nonlinterstate highwathat comprise the National Highway System (NHS)NHBe

includes thénterstatehighway Systema s we | | as other roads inm
economy, defense, and mobility. The measures are focused on the condition of pavement
and bridges, including ramps utilized to accesssyiséem. There are four measures to

assess pavement condition and two measure for assessing bridge condition IR s

and FHWA collectively developed targets for the pavement and bridge performance
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measures. Performance is assessed and reported over-gefruperformance period,

the first of which runs from January 1, 2018 through December 31, 2021. As pebyitted

Table 32TIP/STIP Project Impact

Table 32: INDOT Performance Measures by the Number of Projects and Funding

2019 2020 2021 Targets TIP Support
Targets (2022 in APC (FY 2022
letters) 2026)
Number of Fatalities 889.6 907.7 817.3
Rate of Fatalities (per million VMT| 1.087 1.100 1.006 15 TIP
2 Number of serious injuries 3501.9 | 3467.4 33114 Projects
5 \R;l?/lt'?' of serious injuries (per millior 4.234 4178 4.088 $27.5 Million
NAbEF of FomGtTZed Tl in funding
umber of nomotorized fatalities
and serious injuries. 393.6 405.9 393.6
Baseline  2-Year 4-Year
Target Target
Interstate Syster of pavements
- in Good condition N/A N/A 50%
= :thgsé?tfoﬁé/ﬁ;[g;r? % of pavements|  \;A N/A 0.8% 5 TIPProjects
o f $86.3 Million
NortInterstate NHS Systerfo o ; :
© 0, 0, 0
o pavements in Good conditions 68.3% 78.71% 40% in funding
Nontinterstate NHS Systerfo of 0 0 0
pavements in Poapndition 5.3% 3.1% 3.1%
% of NHS Bridges, by deck area 60 TIP
.:5')’ Good condition 50.0% 48.3% A47.2% Projects,
= % of NHS Bridges, by deck area $66.4 Million
o Poor condition 2.3% 2.6% 3.1% in funding
] Interstate Syster of person
@ miles traveled that are reliable
(&)
S Level of Travel time reliability 93.8% 90.5% 92.8%
€ 2 | (LOTTR) 10_TIP
L -g Nonnterstate NHS% of person Projects,
g miles traveled at are reliable Leve|  N/A N/A 89.9% | $58.2 Million
£ of Travel timeaeliability (LOTTR) in funding
9 Interstate SystedlLevel of truck
>
@ | travel time reliability (TTTR) 1.23 1.27 1.3

regulation, INDOT revisited the feugar targets and submitted revised targets prior to an
October 1, 2020 deadline.

The Area Plan Commission moved to support INDOT targetsAqirth®, 2021 Policy

Board meeting. The MPO supports the targets by reviewing and programming all pavement
and bridge project with the MPO boundary that contribute toward accomplishment of the
state infrastructure performance measure targets as included in the INIPOT&support
progress towards approved pavement and bridge targets, a total 8.3 million and

$66.4 million respectively has been programmed in the FY-2028 TIP to improvement

57



pavement and bridge conditionsTable 32 shows the Pavement and BedCondition

Targets and the pavement and bridge investments in the TIP. Those investments include, but
are not limited to, pavement replacement, road reconstruction, and surface treatments for
the pavement program and bridge rehabilitation, think deklays, and small structure

projects for the bridge programThe APC support letter can be foundppendix 10.

System Performance

The system performance measures are also applicable to the Interstate dntrabate
NHS. These performance measuassess system reliability and freiglavement and
establish several measures for-road mobile source emissions consistent with the
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) Program. eTaes two measures for
assess@reliability, onemeasure to assess freight movement, and three measutiee
CMAQ Program. #with the pavement and bridge performance process, performance is
assessed and reported over a feygar periad, the first of which runs from January 1,
2018 through Decemberl2 2021. As permitted by mgulation, INDOT revisited the feur
year targets and submitted revised target prior to an October 1, 2020 deadllie Area

Plan Commission did not adopt the CMAQ performance measures since Tippecanoe County
Is in attainment adassifiedby the Environmental Protection Agency.

The Area Plan Commissmo ved t o support | NDApi 8,202t evi s e
Policy Board meeting. The MPO suppibistargets be reviewing and programming all

state performance project \Wwitn the MPO boundary that contribute toward accomplishment

of the state system performance measure target as included in the IDNOT STIP. To support
progress towards approved freight movement performance targets, a tot&Bd? fillion

has been programed in the FY 2022026 TIP to system performancgable 32 shows

the System Performance Targets and the applicable investments in Tiee APC support

letter can be found iAppendix 10.

Local Highway Performance Measures

As defined byTitle 23, USC 150, transportation performance measures for the Fadgral
highway program are grouped inthe followingsix elements: 1) Pavement Conditions; 2)
Bridge Conditions; 3) Travel Time Reliability; 4) Interstate Freight Reliability;Rga0n
Mobile Emission; and 6) Safety. IND&Tablishedts owntargetsand they areoutlined

in the STIP

Of the six performance measures, only one is applicabtelocal projectlevel review.

The performance measures for pavement, brictgeettime, and freight apply only to the
Interstate system and Ndarterstate routes on the National Highway System. INDOT
maintains all the Interstates in Indiar@b(In Tippecanoe County) and there are no lgcal
maintained roads in Tippecanoe Cguhat are on the National Highway System. The On
Road Mobile Emission Targets are not applicable because Tippecanoe County is in
attainmentwith the National Ambient Air Quality Standard3he only performance
measure applicable tosisthe safetyperformance measuré discussion of its application

to project selection can be found in the previous secliba Policy Board adopted the
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safety targets set by INDOT as the local targeisDecember 10, 202@nd theadoption
letter can be found iAppendix 10. The safety targets aras follows

Safety Performance Measure Target

9 Number of Fatalities 817.3 or fewer
1 Rate of Fatalities 1.006 or less

9 Number of Serious Injuries 3,311.4 or less
1 Rate of Serious Injuries per 100 million nibegeled 4,088 or less

9 Number of NofMotorists Fatalities and Serious Injuries  393.6 or less

Looking at thdocal projectsfor which federal funds were requestetie tMcCutcheon
Pedestrian Safety project specifically addressessafety of school children walking to
and from an elementary and high schodlhe Yeager Road project addresses/eral
hazardou90 degree turns as well as converting the road from grav@lavement. The
Morehousé&bad projectconverts narrow,heavily traveledrural road cross sectiam a
safer urban cross sectiohhe Soldiers Home Roaaj@ctaddresgsa deteriorating road,
addresesthe large number of left turning vehiclasd improvetheheavily usesgidewalk,
bike lanes and trail.The Southt'9Street projectonverts this section of road from the rural
cross section that has no nonmotorized infrastructure to one that does.

Transit Performance Measures

Moving toward developing and approving transit projects based on performance measures,
the FTA requires transit systems to devetapsitAssetManagemen{TAM)and Safety
Management Systel8N3 Plans.The Planning Rslrequire each MPO to establish targets

no later than 180 days after the date on which the relevant provider of public
transportation establishes its performance targets. MR@srequired toestablish their

state of Good Repair Targets before Jus@ 2017. CityBus developed and adopted a
2019 through 2023 AM on October 3, 2018. The Area Plan Commission adojbie

TAM performance measures with adoption ef FlY 20202024 TIP. The Area Plan
Commission adopted TAM performance measures with@dopthe FY 2022026 TIP.

1) Rolling Stoc Percent of revenue vehicles that have met or exceeded their useful life

benchmark.
Performance 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
Measure Target Target Target Target Target
Articulated Bus (AB) 50 % 50 % 50 % 50 % 50 %
Bus (BU) 20 % 20 % 20 % 20 % 20 %
Cutaway (CU) 10 % 10 % 10 % 10 % 10 %

2) Equipmend Percent of service vehicles that have met or exceeded their useful life

benchmark
Performance 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
Measure Target Target Target Target Target

Automobiles 25 % 25 % 25 % 25 % 25 %
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3) Facilityd Percent of facilities rated below 3 on the condition scale

Performance 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
Measure Target Target Target Target Target
Administration

Eacilities 10 % 10 % 10 % 10 % 10 %

Maintenance Facilitie 10 % 10 % 10 % 10 % 10 %
PassengeFacilities 10 % 10 % 10 % 10 % 10 %

The CityBus capital projects programmed for each year of this TIP include replacement
buses and vehicles and the parts necessary to repair the bus fleet. These projects will keep
the transit system in good repair.

F T AWM Ss an approach taletect and correct safety problems earlier, share and analyze
data more effectively and measure safety performance more carefully. The final rules
were published on July 19, 2018 and requireertain transit systens developa plan

within one year.

CityBus developed and adoptech&MSPlan onJuly 29, 2020 The Area Plan Commission
adopted theSMSperformance measures with adoption of the FY22226 TIRCi t ¢ Bus 0
Safety Plancontainghe fourmainelementsvhich are 1) safety management policy; 2)
safety risk managemeptocess3) safety assurances; and 4) safety promotibne safety
performance targets are as follows:

Mode Fatalities| Fatality | Injuries| Injuries| Safety | Safety | System
Total Rate Total Rate Events| Events | Reliability
Total Rate
Fixed
Routes 0 0 2 0.11 3 0.16 125,000
ADA
Paratransit ~ © 0 0 0 1 0.09 40,000

The CityBus capital projects programmed for each year of this TIP include major bus
replacement components such as tires, engines, transmissions, turbo charge unites, charge air
coolers, alternators, ECMs, planetary differentials, fuel pumps and brakeRumtling for

operating assistance includes driver safety training. These projects will keep the transit
system in good repair.

2045 MTP Performance Measures Review

Whendevel oping a TIP, MP O amsl talerireo considgratiomr e d t
performance target achievemerats defined undeiTitle 23, 450.326(d) The FAST Act
states:

0The TI1 P ,donhthel maximum extentdmticable a description of the
antcipated effect of theTIPtoward achieving the performance targets identified in
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the metropolitan transportation plan, linking investment priorities to those
performance targets. o

This is done tensure tat federal transportation dollars are investedsely and that
projects chosen for funding are basedjoantifiable metricsThecomparisoin this section
showd$owprojecsin this TImeetand addressthe performancaneasures identified in the
2045 MTP

The goals and performance measures ir2#b MTR Table 20,address five areas that
are important to the communitihe five goals aras follows

Goal 1: ImproveLivability, Sustainability and Active Transportation Options
Goal 2: Preservédbadway Gapacity andMinimize Traffic Congestion

Goal 3: Improve the Safety and Security of all Road Users,

Goal 4: Enhance Mobility and Accessibility, and

Goal 5: Reduce théffects ofClimateChange

Goal 1:Improve Livability, Sustainability and Active Transportation Options

This performance measure targetsltmgrtermmaintenance of our economy, environment,
and social institutionsAll of the local projecten this TIP that involve reconstruction and
added capacity andthose addressing cycling and walkimgedsare derived from the
2045 MTP Tle projects arealsoderived fromthe ComprehensivanhdUse Ranand its
focus onwlerly and compact growtlvhichstrengthens our economy, environment and social
institutions.

ApplicablePerformance Measwsander this Goal:
a) Install bus stop pads and adjacent sidewalks or frails
b) Increase the miles of bicycle and pedestrian facilities,
c) Increase the number of ADdnpliant curb ramps

Project Review:

All the projects that are receiving STBG, HSIP and TA Federal funds include improved
sidewalks, bike lanes and/or trails. They will all be constructed and comply with the
PROWAG ADA standards. Bus stops wilktdmesideredvhen the engineering plans are
being developed.

Goal 2: PreserveRoadway Gapacity andMinimize Traffic Congestion

This performance measaiens toredu@ the number of vehicle miles traveledintaiing
peak period travel timeand access managemenhe projects in this TIP reduagél time
by strengthening and improving network circulation. The projects are partonfctiar
and radial connectivitgnvisionedy the 2040 MTP With improvedhetworkconnectivity,
people and goods flonmore efficientlynto and througtthe community.

ApplicablePerformance Measure under this Goal
a) Improve the condition of on and off system briglges
b) Improve roadway pavement conditipns
c) Reduce pecapita Million Vehicle Miles Traveled, or measures of reliability, or
number dvehicle or people moving through/around the community.
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Project Review:

The Yeager Road, Morehouse Road, Soldiers Home Road and!S8trae® projects all
improve heavily traveled corridors. Pavement is either deteriorating or is gravel.
Nonmotorized amenities will be addegiving people options to use other means to travel
safely.

Goal 3: Improve the Safety and Security of all Rbbsers
Thigperformance measuams toredu®@ crashes and ense projects use the latest design
standards to minimize conflicts between all transportation modes. Projects using safety funds
are derived from analysis or are programmatic projects withwkneafety benefits.
Reconstruction, added capacity, and new construction pasgdesigned to meet current
design standards for all transportation modes as well as ADA standards.
Applicable PeformanceMeasures under this Goal:

a) Reduce thaumber of fatalities,

b) Reduce the fatality rate,

c) Reduce the number of serious injuries,

d) Reduce the serious injury rate,

e) Reduce the number of Nortorized serious injuries and fatalities

Project Review:

The McCutcheon Pedestrian Safety project specificalyressesthe safety of school
children walking to and from an elementary and high school. The Yeager Road project
addresses severdlazardous90 degree turns as well as converting the road from gravel

to pavement.The Morehoud&ad project converts aarrow, heavily traveled rural road

cross section to a safer urban cross sedtimnSoldiers Home Roadjactaddresseshe

large number of left turning vehiclemd improve the heavily usedidewalk, bike lanes

and trail. The Southt9Street projectonverts this section of road from the rural cross section
that no nonmotorized infrastructure to one that does.

Goal 4: EnhanceMobility and Accessibility

This performance measure addesssontraditional travel modes; specifically walking,
cycling, and transitAll local projects with this TIP, except those addressing maintenance
Issues, include components for all timedes All reconstruction and widening projects
contain a sidewalkroone side with a multiuse trail on the other sldese two components
enhance transit by offering a safe path to bus stops.

Applicable Performance Measures under this Goal:
a) Increasedyeographic area served, hours of operation and accessibility.

Project Review:

Sidewalks, bike lanes and/or trails will be constructed for those projects that are receiving
STBG, HSIP and TA Federal funds. Only two projects have bus routes anms launl sto

they are Soldiers Home Road and Morehouse Road. The sidewalks and trails that will be
constructed will offer a safe path to the bus stops.

Goal 5:Reduce thdgfects ofClimate Change.
The projects in this TIP reduce the effects of climate chydiering more opportunities
for those who normally use motor vehicles to switch to other travel modes. The projects not
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only include facilities specifically for pedestrians and cyclists, but also improve connectivity
to existing facilities, thus makihgasier for citizens to switch travel modes.

ApplicablePerformance Measures under this Goal:
a) Implement ongoing and proposed mitigation projects, and
b) Install bus stop pads and a sidewalk or trail connection to all bus stops,

Project Review:

All of the localprojectdn this review provide additionahd safer opportunities to uséher
modes of transportation rather than a motor vehicle.
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